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ADVERTISEMENT. 


As  some  months  may  elapse  before  this  Volume  is  com¬ 
pleted,  it  has  been  thought  advisable  to  publish  at  once  the 
present  portion  of  it,  though  it  breaks  off  at  the  end  of  the 
First  Oration.  The  Prefatory  matter  will  appear  with  the 
second  Part. 
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EPISTLE 


OF 

S.  ATHANASIUS, 

ARCHBISHOP  OF  ALEXANDRIA, 

IN  DEFENCE  OF  THE  NICENE  DEFINITION. 


CHAP.  I. 

INTRODUCTION. 

The  complaint  of  the  Arians  against  the  Nicene  Council;  their  fickleness; 
they  are  like  Jews;  their  employment  of  force  instead  of  reason. 


1.  Thou  hast  done  well,  in  signifying  to  me  the  discussion  Chap. 

thou  hast  had  with  the  advocates  of  Arianisin,  among  whom  _ 

were  certain  of  the  friends  of  Eusebius,  as  well  as  veiy  many 
of  the  brethren  who  hold  the  doctrine  of  the  Church. 

I  hailed  thy  vigilance  for  the  love  of  Christ,  which  excel¬ 
lently  exposed  the  irreligiona  of  their  heresy;  while  I  mar¬ 
velled  at  the  effrontery  which  led  the  Arians,  after  all  the  past 
detection  of  unsoundness  and  futility  in  their  arguments,  nay, 
after  the  general  conviction  of  their  extreme  perverseness, 
still  to  complain  like  the  Jews,  “  Why  did  the  Fathers  at 
Nicaea  use  terms  not  in  Scripture b,  ‘  Of  the  substance’  and 


2  ivoifaiict.  Sec.  here  trans¬ 

lated  “  religion,  irreligion,  religious, 
&c.  &c.”  are  technical  words  throughout, 
being  taken  from  St.  Paul’s  text,  “  Great 
is  the  mystery  of  godliness,”  lio-f/Wa;, 
i.  e.  orthodoxy.  Such  too  seems  to  be 
the  meaning  of  “  godly  admonitions,” 
and  “  godly  judgments,”  and  “this  godly 
and  well-learned  man,”  in  our  Ordina¬ 
tion  Services.  The  Latin  translation  is 
“  pius,”  “  pietas.”  It  might  be  in 
some  respects  suitably  rendered  by 
“  devout”  and  its  derivatives.  On  its 
familiar  use  in  the  controversy  depends 
the  blasphemous  jest  of  Eudoxius, 
Arian  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  which 
was  received  with  loud  laughter  in  the 
Cathedral,  and  remained  in  esteem 
down  to  Socrates’s  day,  “  The  Father  is 


affifirts,  as  being  without  devotion,  the 
Son  tleipiYii  devout,  as  paying  devotion  to 
the  Father.”  Socr.  Hist.  ii.  43.  Hence 
Anus  ends  his  Letter  to  Eusebius  with 
aXnDus  ivfftfiit.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  4. 

■'  It  appears  that  the  Arians  did  not 
venture  to  speak  disrespectfully  of  the 
definition  of  the  Council  till  the  date 
(A.D.  350.)  of  this  work ;  when  Acacius 
headed  them.  Yet  the  plea  here  used, 
the  unscriptural  character  of  its  symbol, 
had  been  suggested  to  Constantius  on 
his  accession,  A.D.  337,  by  the  Arian 
priest,  the  favourite  of  Constantia,  to 
whom  Constantine  had  entrusted  his 
will,  Theod.  Hist.  ii.  3;  and  Eusebius 
of  Csesarea  glances  at  it,  at  the  time  of 
the  Council,  in  the  letter  to  his  Church, 
which  is  subjoined  to  this  Treatise. 


B 


2  The  Arians,  like  the  Jews,  unwilling  to  believe, 

Nicen. ‘One  in  substance  ?’ ”  Thou  then,  as  a  man  of  learning, 

D £P  t  t  1  f  # 

; — in  spite  of  their  subterfuges,  didst  convict  them  of  talking 

OfJLOOVfftOV  .  .  . 

to  no  purpose;  and  they  in  devising  them  were  but  acting 
suitably  to  their  own  evil  disposition.  For  they  are  as 
variable  and  fickle  in  their  sentiments,  as  chameleons  in 
their  colours0;  and  when  exposed  they  look  confused  ;  and 
when  questioned  they  hesitate,  and  then  they  lose  shame, 
and  betake  themselves  to  evasions.  And  then,  when  detected 
in  these,  they  do  not  rest  till  they  invent  fresh  matters  which 
P*.  2,  l.are  not,  and,  according  to  the  Scripture,  imagine  a  vain 
thing ;  all  that  they  may  be  constant  to  their  irreligion. 

2.  Now  such  endeavours'1  are  nothing  else  than  an  obvious 

token  of  their  defect  of  reason0,  and  a  copying,  as  I  have  said, 

of  Jewish  malignity.  For  the  Jews  too,  when  convicted  by  the 

John  6,  Truth,  and  unable  to  confront  it,  used  evasions,  such  as  What 
30.  7 

sign  doest  Thou,  that  we  may  see  and  believe  Thee  ?  What  dost 

Thou  work  ?  though  so  many  signs  were  given,  that  they  said 
John ll,  themselves,  What  do  we?  for  this  man  doeth  many  miracles? 
In  truth,  dead  men  were  raised,  lame  walked,  blind  saw  afresh, 
lepers  were  cleansed,  and  the  water  became  wine,  and  five 
loaves  satisfied  five  thousand,  and  all  wondered  and  wor¬ 
shipped  the  Lord,  confessing  that  in  Him  were  fulfilled  the 
prophecies,  and  that  He  was  God  the  Son  of  God ;  all  but 
the  Pharisees,  who,  though  the  signs  shone  brighter  than  the 
Johnio,  sun,  yet  complained  still,  as  ignorant  men,  Why  dost  Thou, 
being  a  man,  make  Thyself  God?  Insensate,  and  verily 
blind  in  understanding  !  they  ought  contrariwise  to  have 
said,  “  Why  hast  Thou,  being  God,  become  man  ?”  for  His 
works  proved  Him  God,  that  they  might  both  worship  the 


c  Alexander  also  calls  them  chame¬ 
leons,  Socr.  i.  6.  p.  12.  Athanasius 
so  calls  the  Meletians,  Hist.  Arian. 
§.  79.  Cyril  compares  them  to  “  the 
leopard  which  cannot  change  his  spots.” 
Dial.  ii.  init.  Naz.  Or.  28.  2.  On  the 
fickleness  of  the  Arians,  rid.  infra,  $.  4. 
&c.  Orat.  ii.  40.  He  says,  ad  Ep.  iEg.  6. 
that  they  considered  Creeds  as  yearly 
covenants ;  and  de  Synod.  §.  3.  4.  as 
State  Edicts,  vid.  also  §.  14.  and  passim. 
“  What  wonder  that  they  fight  against 
their  fathers,  when  they  fight  against 
themselves  ?”  §.  37. 

d  and  so  Orat.  i.  §.  44.  init. 


but  infra,  §.  25.  iT'%t igr/tara  means 
more  definitely  reasonings  or  argu¬ 
mentations. 

c  iXcyia; ;  an  allusion,  frequent  in 
Athanasius,  to  the  judicial  consequence 
of  their  denying  the  Word  of  God. 
Thus,  just  below,  n.  3.  “  Denying  the 
Word”  or  Reason  “of  God,  reason 
have  they  none.”  Also  Orat.  i.  §.  35. 
fin.  §.  40.  init.  §.  62.  Orat.  ii.  §.  7.  init. 
Hence  he  so  often  calls  the  Arians 
“  mad”  and  “  deranged;”  e.  g.  “  not 
aware  how  mad  their  reason  is.”  Orat. 
i.  §.  37. 


3 


and  fertile  in  exceptions. 

goodness  of  the  Father,  and  admire  the  Son’s  economy  for  Chap. 
our  sakes.  However,  this  they  did  not  say  ;  no,  nor  liked  to  — — — 
witness  what  He  was  doing ;  or  they  witnessed  indeed,  for 
tills  they  could  not  help,  but  they  changed  their  ground  of 
complaint  again,  “  Why  healest  Thou  the  paralytic,  why 
makest  Thou  the  bom-blind  to  see,  on  the  sabbath  day  ?” 

But  this  too  was  an  excuse,  and  mere  murmuring ;  for  on 
other  days  as  well  did  the  Lord  heal  all  manner  of  sickness,  Mat.  4, 
and  all  manner  of  disease,  but  they  complained  still  accord-" 
ing  to  their  wont,  and  by  calling  Him  Beelzebub,  preferred 
the  suspicion  of  Atheism',  to  a  recantation  of  their  own 
wickedness.  And  though  in  such  sundry  times  and  diverse 
manners  the  Saviour  shewed  His  Godhead  and  preached  the 
Father  to  all  men,  nevertheless,  as  kicking  against  the  pricks, 
they  contradicted  in  the  language  of  folly,  and  this  they  did, 


1  or  ungodliness,  ihornro;.  Thus 
Aetius  was  called  S  oihos,  the  ungodly, 
de  Synod.  §.  6 ;  and  Arius  complains 
that  Alexander  had  expelled  him  and 
his  from  Alexandria,  a;  htS^uTo u;  al'iou;. 
Theodor.  Hist.  i.  4.  “  Atheism”  and 
“  Atheist”  imply  intention,  system,  and 
profession,  and  are  so  far  too  strong  a 
rendering  of  the  Greek.  Since  Christ 
was  God,  to  deny  Him  was  to  deny  God. 
The  force  ofthe  term,  however,  seems  to 
be,  that,  whereas  the  Son  had  revealed 
the  “  unknown  God,”  and  destroyed  the 
reign  of  idols,  the  denial  of  the  Son  was 
bringing  back  idolatry  and  its  attendant 
spiritual  ignorance.  Thus  in  the  Orat. 
contr.  Gent.  §.  29.  fin.  written  before 
the  Arian  controversy,  he  speaks  of 
“  the  Greek  idolatry  as  full  of  all 
Atheism”  or  ungodliness,  and  contrasts 
with  it  the  knowledge  of  “  the  Guide 
and  Framer  of  the  Universe,  the  Fa¬ 
ther’s  Word,”  “  that  through  Him  we 
may  discern  His  Father,  and  the  Greeks 
may  know  how  far  they  have  separated 
themselves  from  the  truth."  And  Orat. 
ii.  43. he  classes  Arians  with  the  Greeks, 
who  “  though  they  have  the  name  of 
God  in  their  mouths,  incur  the  charge 
of  Atheism,  because  they  know  not  the 
real  and  true  God,  the  Father  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ."  (vid.  also  Basil  in 
Eunom.  ii.  22.)  Shortly  afterwards 
he  gives  a  further  reason  for  the  title, 
observing  that  Arianism  was  worse  than 
previous  heresies,  such  as  Manicheism, 
inasmuch  as  the  latter  denied  the  Incar¬ 
nation,  hut  it  tore  from  God’s  substance 


His  connatural  Word,  and,  as  far  as 
its  words  went,  infringed  upon  the 
perfections  and  being  of  the  First  Cause. 
And  so  ad  Ep.  JEg.  §.  17.  fin.  he  says, 
that  it  alone,  beyond  other  heresies, 
“  has  been  bold  against  the  Godhead 
Itself  in  a  mad  way,  (  yatixungot,  vid. 
foregoing  note,)  denying  that  there  is  a 
Word,  and  that  the  Father  was  always 
Father.”  Elsewhere,  he  speaks  more 
generally,  as  if  Arianism  introduced 
l<  an  Atheism  or  rather  Judaism  against 
the  Scriptures,  being  next  door  to  Hea¬ 
thenism,  so  that  its  disciple  cannot  be 
even  named  Christian ;  for  all  such 
tenets  are  contrary  to  the  Scriptures 
and  he  makes  this  the  reason  why  the 
Nicene  Fathers  stopped  their  ears  and 
condemned  it.  ad  Ep.  JEg.  §.  13.  For 
the  same  reason  he  calls  the  heathen 
Sihoi,  atheistical  or  ungodly,  “  who  are 
arraigned  of  irreligion  by  Divine  Scrip¬ 
ture.”  Orat.  contr.  Gent.  §.  14.  vid. 
t/S&Xo/v  cchor viva.  §.  46.  init.  Moreover, 
he  calls  the  Arian  persecution  worse 
than  the  pagan  cruelties,  and  therefore 
“  a  Babylonian  Atheism,”  Ep.  Encycl. 
§.  5.  as  not  allowing  the  Catholics  the 
use  of  prayer  and  baptism,  with  a  refer¬ 
ence  to  Dan.  vi.  11,  &c.  Thus  too  he 
calls  Constantius  atheist,  for  his  treat¬ 
ment  of  Hosius  ;  our  I  rot  hot  Qo&r.h'if  o 
OQtos.  Hist.  Arian.  45.  Another  reason 
for  the  title  seems  to  have  lain  in  the 
idolatrous  character  of  Arian  worship 
on  its  men  shewing,  viz.  as  worshipping 
One  whom  they  yet  maintained  to  be  a 
creature. 


B  2 
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And,  like  Ike  Jews,  have  recourse  to  violence. 


Nicen.  according  to  the  divine  proverb,  that  by  finding  occasions, 
— —  they  might  separate  themselves  from  the  truth8. 

§•  2.  3.  As  then  the  Jews  of  that  day,  for  acting  thus  wickedly  and 

denying  the  Lord,  were  with  justice  deprived  of  their  laws  and 
of  the  promise  made  to  then-  fathers,  so  the  Arians,  Judaizing 
now,  are,  in  my  judgment,  in  circumstances  like  those  of 
Caiaphas  and  the  contemporary  Pharisees.  For,  perceiving 
that  their  heresy  is  utterly  unreasonable,  they  invent  excuses, 
“  Why  was  this  defined,  and  not  that  ?”  Yet  wonder  not  if 
now  they  practise  thus ;  for  in  no  long  time  they  will  turn  to 
John  18,  outrage,  and  next  will  threaten  the  hand  and  the  captain''. 
)2,  Forsooth  in  these  their  heterodoxy  has  such  consistence  as 
we  sec ;  for  denying  the  Word  of  God,  reason  have  they 
none  at  all,  as  is  equitable.  Aware  then  of  this,  I  would  have 
made  no  reply  to  their  interrogations ;  but,  since  thy  friend¬ 
liness'  has  asked  to  know  the  transactions  of  the  Council, 
I  have  without  any  delay  related  at  once  what  then  took 
place,  shewing  in  few  words,  how  destitute  Arianism  is  of 
a  religious  spirit,  and  how  its  very  business  is  to  frame 
evasions. 


t  A  reference  to  Prov.  18,  1.  which 
runs  in  the  Septuagint,  “  a  man  seek- 
eth  occasions,  when  desirous  of  separat¬ 
ing  himself  from  friends.” 

h  Apparently  an  allusion  to  the  text 
in  the  margin.  Elsewhere,  he  speaks 
of  “  the  chief  captain”  and  “  the  go¬ 
vernor,”  with  an  allusion  to  Acts  23, 
22—24.  &c.  &c.  Hist.  Arian.  §.  G6.  fin. 
vid.  also  §.  2.  Speaking  of  the  Council 
of  Tyre,  A.D.  335.  he  asks,  Apol. 
contr.  Arian.  §.  8.  “  How  venture  they 
to  call  that  a  Council  in  which  a  Count 
presided,  and  an  executioner  was  pre¬ 
sent,  and  a  registrar  [or  jailer]  intro¬ 


duced  us  instead  of  the  deacons  of  the 
Church  ?”  vid.  also  §.  10.  and  45.  Orat. 
ii.  §.  43.  Ep.  Encycl.  §.  5.  Against 
the  use  of  violence  in  religion,  vid. 
Hist.  Arian.  §.  33.  67.  (Hil.  ad  Const, 
i.  2.)  On  the  other  hand,  he  observes, 
that  at  Nicsea,  “  it  was  not  necessity 
which  drove  the  j  udges  to’  ’  their  decision , 
“  but  all  vindicated  the  Truth  from  de¬ 
liberate  purpose.”  ad  Ep.  JEg.  13. 

*  2/aAiri{.  vid.  also  Hist.  Arian.  §.45. 
Orat.  ii.  §.  4.  where  Parker  maintains 
without  reason  that  it  should  be  trans¬ 
lated,  “  external  condition.”  vid.  also 
Theod.  Hist.  i.  4.  init. 


CHAP.  II. 

CONDUCT  OF  THE  A  RIANS  TOWARDS  THE  NICENE  COUNCIL. 


Ignorant  as  well  as  irreligious  to  attempt  to  reverse  an  Ecumenical  Council ; 
proceedings  at  Nicaea ;  Eusebians  then  signed  what  they  now  complain  of ; 
on  the  unanimity  of  true  teachers  and  the  process  of  tradition ;  changes 
of  the  Arians. 


1.  And  do  thou,  beloved,  consider  whether  it  be  not  so.  If, 
the  devil  having  sowed  their  hearts  with  this  perverseness11, 
they  feel  confidence  in  their  bad  inventions,  let  them  defend 
themselves  against  the  proofs  of  heresy  which  have  been  ad¬ 
vanced,  and  then  will  be  the  time  to  find  fault,  if  they  can, 
with  the  definition  framed  against  them For  no  one,  on 
being  convicted  of  murder  or  adultery,  is  at  liberty  after 
the  trial  to  arraign  the  sentence  of  the  judge,  why  he  spoke 
in  this  way  and  not  in  thatm.  For  this  does  not  exculpate  the 
convict,  but  rather  increases  the  crime  on  the  score  of  petu¬ 
lance  and  audacity.  In  like  manner,  let  these  either  prove 
that  their  sentiments  are  religious,  (for  they  were  then 
accused  and  convicted,  and  their  complaints  are  since,  and 


k  iTiffTuottiro;  rau  titafioXou ,  tbe  allu¬ 
sion  is  to  Matt.  13,  25.  and  is  very 
frequent  in  Athan.  chiefly  with  a  refer¬ 
ence  to  Arianism.  He  draws  it  out  at 
length,  Orat.  ii.  §.  34.  Elsewhere,  he 
uses  the  image  for  the  evil  influences 
introduced  into  the  soul  upon  Adam’s 
fall,  contr.  Apoll.  i.  §.  15.  as  does  S. 
Iren®us,  Hter.  iv.  40.  n.  3.  using  it 
of  such  as  lead  to  backsliding  in  Chris¬ 
tians,  ibid.  v.  10.  n.  1.  Gregory  Nyssen, 
of  the  natural  passions  and  of  false 
reason  misleading  them,  de  An.  et 
Besurr.  p.  640.  vid.  also  Leon.  Ep.  156. 
c.  2. 

1  The  Council  did  two  things,  ana¬ 
thematize  the  Arian  positions,  (at  the 
end  of  the  Creed,)  and  establish  the 
true  doctrine  by  the  insertion  of  the 
phrases,  “  of  the  substance”  and  “  one 
in  substance,”  Athan.  says  that  the 
Arians  must  not  criticise  the  latter  be¬ 
fore  they  had  cleared  themselves  of  the 
former.  Thus  he  says  presently,  that 
they  were  at  once  irreligious  in  their 


faith  and  ignorant  in  their  criticism ; 
and  speaks  of  the  Council  negativing 
their  formula;,  and  substituting  those 
which  were  “  sound  and  ecclesiastical.” 
vid.  also  n.  4. 

m  And  so  St.  Leo  passim  concerning 
the  Council  of  Chaleedon,  “  Concord 
will  he  easily  established,  if  the  hearts 
of  all  concur  in  that  faith  which  &c.  no 
discussion  being  allowed  whatever  con¬ 
cerning  any  retractation,”  Ep.  94.  He 
calls  such  an  act  a  “  magnum  sacrile- 
gium,”  Ep.  157.  c.  3.  “  To  he  seeking 
for  what  has  been  disclosed,  to  retract 
what  has  been  perfected,  to  tear  up 
what  has  been  laid  down,  (definita,) 
what  is  this  but  to  he  unthankful  for 
what  we  gained?”  Ep.  162.  vid.  the 
whole  of  it.  He  says  that  the  attempt 
is  u  no  mark  of  a  peace-maker  but  a 
rebel.”  Ep.  164.  c.  1.  fin.  vid.  also  Epp. 
145,  and  156,  where  he  says,  none  can 
assail  what  isonce  determined,  but  “  aut 
antichristus  aut  diabolus.”  c.  2. 


Chap. 

II. 


(5  Equivocations  and  variations  of  the  Arians. 

Nicen.  it  is  just  that  those  who  are  under  a  charge  should  confine 

D  EF. 

— —  themselves  to  their  own  defence,)  or  if  they  have  an  unclean 
conscience,  and  are  aware  of  their  own  irreligion,  let  them  not 
complain  of  what  they  do  not  understand,  or  they  will  bring 
on  them  a  double  imputation,  of  irreligion  and  of  ignorance. 
Rather  let  them  investigate  the  matter  in  a  docile  spirit, 
and  learning  what  hitherto  they  have  not  known,  cleanse 
their  irreligious  ears  with  the  spring  of  truth  and  the  doctrines 
1  vid.  of  religion1. 

§.  28.  2.  Now  it  happened  to  the  Eusebians  in  the  Nicene  Council 

Socr.  p.  as  follows while  they  stood  out  in  their  irreligion,  and  at- 
§.  3.  tempted  their  fight  against  God",  the  terms  they  used  were 
replete  with  irreligion;  but  the  assembled  Bishops,  who  were 
more  than  three  hundred,  mildly  and  charitably  required  of 
them  to  explain  and  defend  themselves  on  religious  grounds. 
Scarcely,  however,  did  they  begin  to  speak,  when  they  were 
convicted0, and  one  differed  from  another  ;  then  perceiving  the 
straits  in  which  their  heresy  lay,  they  remained  dumb,  and  by 
their  silence  confessed  the  disgrace  which  came  upon  their  he¬ 
terodoxy.  On  this  the  Bishops,  having  negatived  the  terms 
they  had  invented,  published  against  them  the  sound  and  eccle¬ 
siastical  faith  ;  and,  whereas  all  subscribed  it,  the  Eusebians 
subscribed  it  also  in  those  very  words,  of  which  they  are 
now  complaining,  I  mean,  “  of  the  substance”  and  “  one  in 
substance,”  and  that  “  the  Son  of  God  is  neither  creature  or 
yiyyrcov  work,  nor  in  the  number  of  things  generated,  but  that  the 
Word  is  an  offspring  from  the  substance  of  the  Father.”  And, 
what  is  strange  indeed,  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  in  Palestine,  who 
had  denied  the  day  before2,  but  afterwards  subscribed,  sent  to 
his  Church  a  letter,  saying  that  this  was  the  Church’s  faith, 
and  the  tradition  of  the  Fathers;  and  made  a  public  profes¬ 
sion  that  they  were  before  in  error,  and  were  rashly  contending 
against  the  truth.  For  though  he  was  ashamed  at  that  time  to 

n  htttaxtTt,  vid.  Acts  5,  39.  Eunom.  ii.  27.  fin.  Ep. 

23,  9.  are  ofyery  frequent  use  in  Athan.  236.  init.  vid.  also  Cyril.  Thesaur.  p.  19. 
as  is  X2i<rr0fia%i>i,  in  speaking  of  the  e.  p.  24.  e.  is  used  of  other 

Arians,  vid.  infra  passim,  also  arnpa-  heretics,  e.  g.  the  Manichees,  by  Greg. 
Xopivm  ru  Ep.  Encycl.  §.  5.  Naz.  Orat.  45.  §.  8. 

And  in  the  beginning  of  the  contro-  0  i.  e.  “convicted  themselves ,”  infr. 
tersy,  Alexander  ap.  Socr.  i.  6.  p.  10.  18.  init.  \avTut  ast  KwrUyegoi ,  ad  Ep. 
b.  c.  p.  12-p.  13.  Theod.  Hist.  i.3.  p./29.  /Eg.  §.  6.  i.  e.  by  their  variations,  vid. 
And  so  hop&xos  yXuava.  Basil,  contr.  Tit.  iii.  11.  avroKaraK^ins. 


Aii  ecumenical  Council  cannot  be  reversed.  7 

adopt  these  phrases,  and  excused  himself  to  the  Church  in  Chap. 
his  own  way,  yet  he  certainly  means  to  imply  all  this  in  his  — LL_ 
Epistle,  by  his  not  denying  the  “  one  in  substance,”  and  “  of 
the  substance.”  And  in  this  way  he  got  into  a  difficulty ;  for 
while  he  was  excusing  himself,  he  went  on  to  attack  the 
Arians,  as  stating  that  “  the  Son  was  not  before  His  gene¬ 
ration,”  and  thereby  hinting  at  a  denial  of  His  existence 
before  His  birth  in  the  flesh.  And  this  Acacius  is  aware 
of  also,  though  he  too  through  fear  may  pretend  otherwise 
because  of  the  times  and  deny  the  fact.  Accordingly  I  have 
subjoined  at  the  end  of  these  remarks  the  letter  of  Eusebius, 
that  thou  rnayest  know  from  it  the  inconsiderateness  towards 
then-  own  doctors,  shewn  by  Christ’s  enemies,  and  singularly 
by  Acacius  himself p. 

3.  Are  they  not  then  committing  a  crime,  in  their  very  §.4. 
thought  to  gainsay  so  great  and  ecumenical  a  Council  ?  are 
they  not  in  transgression,  when  they  dare  to  confront  that 
good  definition  against  Arianism,  acknowledged,  as  it  is,  by 
those  who  had  in  the  first  instance  taught  them  irreligion  ?  And 
supposing,  even  after  subscription,  the  Eusebians  did  change 
again,  and  return  like  dogs  to  their  own  vomit  of  irreligion, 
do  not  the  present  gainsayers  deserve  still  greater  detestation, 
because  they  thus  sacrifice1  their  souls’  liberty  to  others;  and  are 1 
willing  to  take  these  persons,  as  masters  of  their  heresy,  who 
are,  as  James  has  said,  double-minded  men,  and  unstable  in^e%D- 
all  their  ways,  not  having  one  opinion,  but  changing  to  and  James 
fro,  and  now  recommending  certain  statements,  but  soon  dis- lj  8- 
honouring  them,  and  in  turn  recommending  what  just  now 
they  were  blaming.  But  this,  as  the  Shepherd  has  said,  is 
“  the  child  of  the  devil q,”  and  the  note  of  dealers  rather 


P  The  party  he  is  writing  against  is 
the  Aeacian,  of  whom  he  does  not  seem 
to  have  had  much  distinct  knowledge. 
He  contrasts  them  again  and  again  in 
the  passages  whichfollow  with  the  Euse¬ 
bians  of  the  Nicene  Council,  and  says 
that  he  is  sure  that  the  ground  they 
take  when  examined  will  be  found  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  as  the  Eusebian. 
vid.  §.  6.’  init.  el  alib.  §.  7.  init.  §.9.  cir. 
fin.  §.  10.  cir.  fin.  §.  13.  init.  rirt  xa) 
»S».  §.  18.  circ.fin.  §.  2 8.  fin.  Acacius 
was  a  pupil  of  Eusebius’s,  whom  he 


succeeded  in  the  see  of  Caesarea.  He 
attempted  to  defend  Arianism  neither 
under  the  cloak  of  Semiarianism,  nor 
with  the  bold  logic  of  the  Anomoeans,  but 
by  a  pretended  adherence  to  Scripture. 
His  formula  was  the  tfieiet  (like,)  as  the 
Semiarian  was  the  ifcouvnet,  (like  in 
substance,)  and  the  Anomcean,  as  the 
word  signifies,  the  atifioiov,  or  unlike. 

3  Hennas.  Pastor,  ii.  9.  who  is  speak¬ 
ing  immediately,  as  St.  James,  of  wa¬ 
vering  in  prayer. 


8  Mutual  agreement  the  note  of  doctors  of  the  Church. 

Nicen.  than  of  doctors.  For,  what  our  Fathers  have  delivered,  this 

- -is  truly  doctrine;  and  this  is  truly  the  token  of  doctors,  to 

confess  the  same  thing  with  each  other,  and  to  vary  neither  from 
themselves  nor  from  their  fathers;  whereas  they  who  have 
not  this  character,  are  not  to  be  called  true  doctors  but  evil. 
Thus  the  Greeks,  as  not  witnessing  to  the  same  doctrines, 
but  quarrelling  one  with  another,  have  no  truth  of  teaching ; 
but  the  holy  and  veritable  heralds  of  the  truth  agree  together, 
not  differ.  For  though  they  lived  in  different  times,  yet  they 
one  and  all  tend  the  same  way,  being  prophets  of  the  one 
God,  and  preaching  the  same  Word  harmoniously'. 

§•  5.  4.  And  thus  what  Moses  taught,  that  Abraham  observed ; 

and  what  Abraham  observed,  that  Noe  and  Enoch  acknow¬ 
ledged,  discriminating  pure  for  impure,  and  becoming  accept¬ 
able  to  God.  For  Abel  too  in  this  way  witnessed,  haring 
knowledge  in  the  truths  which  he  had  learned  from  Adam, 
who  himself  had  learned  from  that  Lord,  who  said,  when  He 
^  ^  came  at  the  end  of  the  ages  for  the  abolishment  of  sin,  “  I 

2,  7.  give  no  new  commandment  unto  you,  but  an  old  command¬ 

ment,  which  ye  have  heard  from  the  beginning.”  Where¬ 
fore  also  the  blessed  Apostle  Paul,  who  had  learned  it  from 
Him,  when  describing  ecclesiastical  functions,  forbade  that 
l  Tim.  deacons,  not  to  say  bishops,  should  be  double-tongued ;  and 
’  ‘  in  his  rebuke  of  the  Galatians,  he  made  a  broad  declaration, 
Gal.  l,  If  any  one  preach  any  other  Gospel  unto  you  than  that  ye 
have  received,  let  him  be  anathema ,  as  I  have  said,  so  say  I 
again.  If  even  an  Angel  from  heaven  should  preach  unto 
you  any  other  Gospel  than  that  ye  have  received,  let  him  be 
anathema.  Since  then  the  Apostle  thus  speaks,  let  these 
men  either  anathematize  the  party  of  Eusebius,  at  least  as 
changing  round  and  professing  what  is  c outran'  to  their  sub¬ 
scriptions  ;  or,  if  they  acknowledge  that  their  subscriptions 
were  good,  let  them  not  utter  complaints  against  so  great  a 
Council.  But  if  they  do  neither  the  one  nor  the  other,  they 
are  themselves  too  plainly  at  the  sport  of  even-  wind  and 
surge,  and  are  influenced  by  opinions,  not  their  own,  but 


r  Thus  S.  Basil  says  the  same  of  the  Hexaem.  i.  2.  vid.  also  Theod.  Grsec. 
Grecian  Sects,  “  We  have  not  the  task  Affect,  i.  p.  70".  &c.  August.  Civ.  Dei, 
of  refuting  their  tenets,  for  they  suffice  xviii.  41.  and  Vincentius’s  celebrated 
for  the  overthrow  of  each  other.”  Commonitorium  passim. 


Occasion  of  the  present  Epistle.  9 

of  others,  and  being  such,  are  as  little  worthy  of  deference 
now  as  before,  in  what  they  allege.  Rather  let  them  cease 
to  carp  at  what  they  understand  not ;  lest  so  it  be  that  not 
knowing  to  discriminate,  they  at  hazard  call  evil  good  and 
good  evil,  and  think  that  bitter  is  sweet  and  sweet  bitter. 
Doubtless,  they  desire  that  doctrines  which  have  been  judged 
wrong  and  have  been  reprobated  should  gam  the  ascend¬ 
ancy,  and  they  make  violent  efforts  to  prejudice  what  was 
rightly  defined.  Nor  is  there  reason  on  our  part  for  any 
further  explanation,  or  answer  to  their  excuses,  or  for  further 
resistance  on  theirs,  but  for  an  acquiescence  in  what  the 
leaders  of  then-  heresy  subscribed;  for  though  the  subse¬ 
quent  change  of  those  Eusebians  was  suspicious  and  immoral, 
their  subscription,  when  they  had  the  opportunity  of  at  least 
some  little  defence  of  themselves,  is  a  certain  proof  of  the 
irreligion  of  their  doctrine.  For  they  did  not  subscribe  with¬ 
out  thereby  condemning  the  heresy,  nor  did  they  condemn  it, 
without  being  encompassed  with  difficulty  and  shame ;  so 
that  to  change  back  again  is  a  proof  of  their  contentious  zeal 
for  irreligion.  There  is  reason  then,  as  I  have  said,  that  the 
present  men  should  keep  quiet ;  but  since  from  an  extraordi¬ 
nary  want  of  modesty,  they  hope  perhaps  to  be  able  to  advo¬ 
cate  this  diabolical*  irreligion  better  than  the  others,  therefore, 
though  in  my  former  letter  written  to  thee,  I  have  already 
argued  at  length  against  them,  notwithstanding,  come  let  us 
now  also  examine  them,  in  each  of  their  separate  statements, 
as  their  predecessors ;  for  now  not  less  than  then  their  heresy 
shall  be  shewn  to  have  no  soundness  in  it,  but  to  be  from 
evil  spirits. 


5  This  is  Athan.’s  deliberate  judg¬ 
ment.  vid.  de  Sent.  Dion.  fin.  where  he 
says,  “  Who  then  will  continue  to  call 
these  men  Christians,  whose  leader  is  the 
devil,  and  not  rather  diabolical  ?”  and 
he  adds,  “  not  only  Christ's  foes, 

but  diabolical  also.”  In  §.  24. 
he  speaks  of  Arius’s  “  hatred  of  the 
truth.”  Again,  “  though  the  diabolical 
men  rave,”  Orat.  iii.  §.  8.  “  friends  of 
the  devil,  and  his  spirits."  Ad  Ep.  /Eg. 


5.  Another  reason  of  his  so  accounting 
them,  was  their  atrocious  cruelty  to¬ 
wards  Catholics ;  this  leads  him  else¬ 
where  to  break  out.  “  O  new  heresy, 
that  has  put  on  the  whole  devil  in  ir¬ 
religious  doctrine  anti  conduct!”  Hist. 
Arian.  §.  66.  also  Alexander,  “  diaboli¬ 
cal,”  ap.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  731. 
“  satanical,”  ibid.  p.  741.  vid.  also 
Socr.  i.  9.  p.  30.  fin.  Hilar,  contr. 
Const.  17- 


Chap. 

II. 


CHAP.  III. 

THE  MEANING  OF  THE  WORD  SON  AS  APPLIED  TO  OUR  LORD. 


Two  senses  of  the  word,  1.  adoptive,  2.  substantial;  attempts  of  Arians  to 
find  a  third  meaning  between  these;  e.g.  that  our  Lord  only  was  created 
immediately  by  God ;  Asterius’s  view ;  or  that  our  Lord  alone  partakes 
the  Father.  The  second  and  true  sense ;  God  begets  as  He  makes,  really  ; 
though  His  creation  and  generation  not  like  man’s ;  His  generation  inde¬ 
pendent  of  time ;  generation  implies  an  internal,  and  therefore  an  eternal, 
act  in  God ;  explanation  of  Prov.  8,  22. 

Nicen.  1.  They  say  then  what  the  others  held  and  dared  to  main- 
-Dkfl tain  before  them;  “  Not  always  Father,  always  Son;  for  the 
Son  was  not  before  His  generation,  but,  as  others,  came  to  be 
from  nothing ;  and  in  consequence  God  was  not  always 
Father  of  the  Son ;  but,  when  the  Son  came  to  be  and  was 
created,  then  was  God  called  His  Father.  For  the  Word  is 
a  creature  and  work,  and  foreign  and  unlike  the  Father  in 
substance;  and  the  Son  is  neither  by  nature  the  Father’s 
true  Word,  nor  His  only  and  true  Wisdom ;  but  being  a 
creature  and  one  of  the  works,  He  is  by  a  strong  figure’  called 
Word  and  Wisdom;  for  by  the  Word  which  is  in  God  was 
He  made,  as  were  all  things.  Wherefore  the  Son  is  not  true 
God1.” 

2.  Now  it  may  serve  to  make  them  understand  what  they  are 
saying,  to  ask  them  first  this,  what  in  fact  a  son  is,  and  of 
what  is  that  name  significant".  In  truth,  Divine  Scripture 


5  zara%gKrrixvf .  This  word  is  no¬ 
ticed  and  protested  against  by  Alex¬ 
ander,  Socr.  Hist.  i.  6.  p.  11.  a.  by  the 
Semiarians  at  Ancyra,  Epiph.  Hsr.  73. 
n.  5.  by  Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  ii.  23. 
and  by  Cyril,  Dial.  ii.  p.  432,  3. 

*  vid.  ad  Ep.  iEg.  12.  Orat.  i.  §.  5, 
6.  de  Synod.  15,  16.  Athanas.  seems 
to  have  had  in  mind  Socr.  i.  6.  p.  10, 
1 1 ,  or  the  like. 

"  vid.  Orat.  i.  §.  38.  The  controversy 
turned  on  the  question  what  was  meant 
by  the  word  “  Son.”  Though  the  Arians 
would  not  allow  with  the  Catholics  that 
our  Lord  was  Son  by  nature ,  and  main¬ 


tained  that  the  word  implied  a  beginning 
of  existence,  they  did  not  dare  to  say  that 
He  was  Son  merely  in  the  sense  in  which 
we  are  sons,  though,  as  Athan.  contends, 
they  necessarily  tended  to  this  conclu¬ 
sion,  directly  they  receded  from  the 
Catholic  view.  Thus  Arius  said  that 
He  was  a  creature,  “  but  not  as  one 
of  the  creatures.”  Orat.  ii.  §.  19.  Y alens 
at  Ariminum  said  the  same.  Jerom.  adv. 
Lucifer.  18.  Hilary  says,  that,  not  daring 
directly  to  deny  that  He  was  God,  the 
Arians  merely  asked  “  whether  He  was 
a  Son.”  de  Trin.  viii.  3.  Athanasius 
remarks  upon  this  reluctance  to  speak 


11 


Our  Lord's  Sonship  is  not  the  reward  of  virtue. 

acquaints  us  with  a  double  sense  of  this  word : — one  which  Chap. 
Moses  sets  before  us  in  the  Law,  When  thou  shalt  hearken 
to  the  voice  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  to  keep  all  His  command- 13,  is  ; 
merits  which  I  command  thee  this  day,  to  do  that  which  is14’ 1* 
right  in  the  eyes  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  ye  shall  he  children 
of  the  Lord  your  God ;  as  also  in  the  Gospel,  John  says, 

But  as  many  as  received  Him,  to  them  gave  He  power  to  John  ], 
become  the  sons  of  God : — and  the  other  sense,  that  in  which 
Isaac  is  son  of  Abraham,  and  Jacob  of  Isaac,  and  the  Patri¬ 
archs  of  Jacob.  Now  in  which  of  these  two  senses  do  they 
understand  the  Son  of  God  in  such  fables  as  the  foregoing  ? 
for  I  feel  sure  they  will  issue  in  the  same  irreligious  tenet 
with  the  Eusebians. 

3.  If  in  the  first,  which  belongs  to  those  wrho  gain  the  name 
by  grace  from  moral  improvement,  and  receive  powrer  to 
become  sons  of  God,  (for  this  is  what  their  predecessors 
said,)  then  He  would  seem  to  differ  from  us  in  nothing;  no, 
nor  would  He  be  Only-begotten,  as  having  obtained  the  title 
of  Son  as  others  from  His  virtue.  For  granting  wiiat  they  say, 
that,  whereas  His  qualifications  were  foreknown ',  He  therefore  >  Theod. 
received  grace  from  the  first,  the  name,  and  the  glory  of  the  732 
name,  from  His  very  first  beginning,  still  there  will  be  no  differ¬ 
ence  between  Him  and  those  who  receive  the  name  upon  their 
actions,  so  long  as  this  is  the  ground  on  which  He  as  others  has 
the  character  of  son.  For  Adam  too,  though  he  received  grace 
from  the  first,  and  upon  his  creation  was  at  once  placed  in  para¬ 
dise,  differed  in  no  respect  either  from  Enoch,  who  w-as  trans¬ 
lated  thither  after  Ins  birth  on  his  pleasing  God,  or  from  the 
Apostle  who  likewise  was  caught  up  to  paradise  after  his 
actions ;  nay,  not  from  the  thief,  who  on  the  ground  of  his 
confession,  received  a  promise  that  he  should  be  forthwith  in 
paradise. 


out,  challenging  them  to  present  “  the  ibid.  i.  1.  Epiphaniustoo,  H®r. /6.p.  949. 
heresy  naked,”  de  Sent.  Dionys.  2.  init.  seems  to  say  that  the  elder  Arians  held 
“  No  one,”  he  says  elsewhere,  “  puts  the  divine  generation  in  a  sense  in  which 
a  light  under  a  hushel ;  let  them  shew  Aetius  did  not ;  that  is,  they  were  not 
the  world  their  heresy  naked.”  ad  Ep.  so  consistent  and  definite  as  he.  Athan. 
/Eg.  18.  vid.  ibid.  10.’  In  like  manner,  goes  on  to  mention  some  of  the  attempts 
Basil  says  that  (though  Arius  was  really  of  the  Arians  to  find  some  theory  short 
like  Eunomius,  in  faith,  contr.  Eunom.  of  orthodoxy,  yet  short  of  that  extreme 
i.  4.)  Aetius  his  master  was  the  first  to  heresy,  on  the  other  hand,  which  they 
teach  openly,  (ifati^us  1  that  the  Father’s  felt  ashamed  to  avow, 
substance  was  unlike,  iripwits,  the  Son’s. 


12  Nor  does  it  mean  that  He  was  created  to  create  others. 


Nicen.  4.  When  thus  pressed,  they  will  perhaps  make  an  answer 
which  has  brought  them  into  trouble  many  times  already ; 
§•  7.  «  ^ye  consider  th at  the  Son  has  this  prerogative  over  others, 
and  therefore  is  called  Only -begotten,  because  lie  alone  was 
yiyo> i  brought  to  be  by  God  alone,  and  all  other  things  were  created 
by  God  through  the  Son\”  Now  I  wonder  who  it  was-'  that 
suggested  to  you  so  futile  and  novel  an  idea  as  that  the 
Father  alone  wrought  with  His  own  hand  the  Son  alone,  and 
that  all  other  things  were  brought  to  be  by  the  Son  as  by  an 
$,*  io-oi/j-  under-worker.  If  for  the  toil-sake  God  was  content  with 
yw  making  the  Son  only,  instead  of  making  all  things  at  once, 
tills  is  an  irreligious  thought,  especially  in  those  who  know 
is.  40,  the  words  of  Esaias,  The  everlasting  God,  the  Lord,  the 
Creator  of  the  ends  of  the  earth,  hungereth  not,  neither  is 
weary;  there  is  no  searching  of  His  understanding. 
Rather  it  is  He  who  gives  strength  to  the  hungry,  and 
through  His  Word  refreshes  the  labouring.  Again,  it  is 
irreligious  to  suppose  that  He  disdained,  as  if  a  humble 
task,  to  form  the  creatures  Himself  which  came  after  the 
Son ;  for  there  is  no  pride  in  that  God,  who  goes  down  with 
Jacob  into  Egypt,  and  for  Abraham’s  sake  corrects  Abimelec 
because  of  Sara,  and  speaks  face  to  face  with  Moses,  himself 
a  man,  and  descends  upon  Mount  Sinai,  and  by  His  secret 
grace  fights  for  the  people  against  Amalec.  However,  you 
Ps.  too,  are  false  in  your  fact,  for  we  are  told,  He  made  us,  and  not 
we  ourselves.  He  it  is  who  through  His  "Word  made  all 
things  small  and  great,  and  we  may  not  divide  the  creation, 
and  say  this  is  the  Father’s,  and  this  the  Son’s,  but  they  are 
of  one  God,  who  uses  His  proper  Word  as  a  H  and z,  and  in  Him 
does  all  things.  As  God  Himself  shews  us,  when  He  says, 


x  This  is  celebrated  as  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  Anomceans.  vid.  Basil,  contr. 
Eunom.  ii.  20, 21.  though  Athan.  speaks 
of  it  as  belonging  to  the  elder  Arians. 
vid.  Socr.  Hist.  i.  6.  p.  11. 

y  i.e.  what  is  your  authority?  isitnota 
novel,  and  therefore  a  wrong  doctrine  ? 
vid.  infr.  §.  13.  adSerap.i.  3.  Also  Orat.i. 
§.  8.  “  \Vho  ever  heard  such  doctrine? 
or  whence  or  from  whom  did  they  hear 
it?  who,  when  they  were  under  cate¬ 
chising,  spoke  thus  to  them  ?  If  they 
themselves  confess  that  they  now  hear 
it  for  the  first  time,  they  must  grant  that 


their  heresy  is  alien,  and  not  from  the 
Fathers.”  vid.  ii.  §.  34.  and  Socr.  i.  6. 
p.  11.  c. 

1  vid.  infr.  §.  17-  Orat.  ii.  §.  31.  71. 
Irenseus  calls  the  Son  aud  Holy  Spirit 
the  Hands  of  God.  H?r.  iv.  prcef.  vid. 
also  Hilar,  de  Trin.  vii.  22.  This  image 
is  in  contrast  to  that  of  instrument, 
Soyatat,  which  the  Arians  would  use  of 
the  Son,  vid.  Socr.  i.  6.  p.  11.  as  imply¬ 
ing  He  was  external  to  God,  whereas 
the  word  Hand  implies  His  consubstan- 
tiality  with  the  Father. 


iVi or  that  He  alone  could  endure  God's  creative  hand.  13 

All  these  things  hath  My  Hand  made ;  and  Paul  taught  us  as  Chap. 
he  had  learned3,  that  There  is  one  God,  from  whom  all — —  . 

'  '  V  Jg  gg  Q 

things;  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  through  whom  all  i  Cor.’y' 
things.  Thus  He,  always  as  now,  speaks  to  the  sun  and  it6, 
rises,  and  commands  the  clouds  and  it  rains  upon  one  place  ; 
and  where  it  does  not  rain,  it  is  dried  up.  And  He  bids  the 
earth  to  bear  fruit,  and  fashions  Jeremias  in  the  womb.  But 
if  He  now  does  all  this,  assuredly  at  the  beginning  also  He 
did  not  disdain  to  make  all  things  Himself  through  the  Word; 
for  these  are  but  parts  of  the  whole. 

5.  But  let  us  suppose  that  the  other  creatures  could  not  8. 
endure  to  be  wrought  by  the  absolute  Hand  of  the  Ingenerate  \ 

J  J  uyivYirou 

and  therefore  the  Son  alone  was  brought  into  being  by  thenjrat.ii. 
Father  alone,  and  other  things  by  the  Son  as  an  undenvorker  §-24-fin- 
and  assistant,  for  this  is  what  Asterius  the  sacrificerb  has 
written,  and  Arius  has  transcribed2  and  bequeathed  to  hispid. also 
own  friends,  and  from  that  time  they  use  this  form  of  words, 
broken  reed  as  it  is,  being  ignorant,  the  bewildered  men,  how  Synod, 
brittle  it  is.  For  if  it  was  impossible  for  things  generated^- 1/- 
to  bear  the  hand  of  God,  and  you  hold  the  Son  to  be  one  of 
their  number,  how  was  He  too  equal  to  this  formation  by 
God  alone  ?  and  if  a  Mediator  became  necessary  that  things 
generated  might  come  to  be,  and  you  hold  the  Son  to  be 
generate,  then  must  there  have  been  some  medium  before 
Him,  for  His  creation ;  and  that  Mediator  himself  again  being 
a  creature,  it  follows  that  he  too  needed  another  Mediator  for 
his  own  constitution.  And  though  we  were  to  devise  another, 
we  must  first  devise  his  Mediator,  so  that  we  shall  never  come 
to  an  end.  And  thus  a  Mediator  being  ever  in  request,  never 
will  the  creation  be  constituted,  because  nothing  generate,  as 
you  say,  can  bear  the  absolute  hand  of  the  Ingenerate".  And 
if,  on  your  perceiving  the  extravagance  of  tliis,  you  begin  to 
say  that  the  Son,  though  a  creature,  was  made  capable  of 


A  p.a0uiv  ihl'la.cy.ii.  implying  the  tra¬ 
ditional  nature  of  the  teaching.  And 
so  St.  Paul  himself,  1  Cor.  15,  3.  vid. 
for  an  illustration,  supr.  §.  5.  init.  also 
note  y. 

h  Asterius  is  one  of  the  most  famous 
of  the  elder  Arians,  and  his  work  in 
defence  of  the  heresy  is  frequently 
quoted  by  Athanasius,  vid.  infr.  20. 


Orat.  i.  §.  31.  ii.  §.  24.  28.  37.  40.  iii. 
§.  2.  60.  de  Synod.  §.  18.  19.  He  was 
by  profession  a  Sophist,  and  a  pupil  of 
Lucian’s.  He  lapsed  in  the  persecution 
of  Maximian,  and  sacrificed,  as  inti¬ 
mated  in  the  text. 

«  vid.  infr.  §.  24.  Orat.  i.  §.  15.  fin. 
ii.  §.  29.  Epiph.  Hter.  76.  p.  951. 


1 4  IftheSononlyfirstmade,Heisnotofdiffe)en  tnaturefromothers 

Nicen.  being  made  by  the  Ingenerate,  then  it  follows  that  other 
— things  also,  though  generated,  are  capable  of  being  wrought 
immediately  by  the  Ingenerate ;  for  the  Son  too  is  hut  a 
creature  in  your  judgment,  as  all  of  them.  And  accordingly 
the  generation  of  the  Word  is  superfluous,  according  to  your 
irreligious  and  futile  imagination,  God  being  sufficient  for  the 
immediate  formation  of  all  things,  and  all  things  generate 
being  capable  of  sustaining  His  absolute  hand. 

6.  These  irreligious  men  then  having  so  little  mind  amid 
their  madness,  let  us  see  whether  this  particular  sopliism  he 
not  even  more  irrational  than  the  others.  Adam  was  created 
alone  by  God  alone  through  the  Word ;  yet  no  one  would 
say  that  Adam  had  any  prerogative  over  other  men,  or  was 
different  horn  those  who  came  after  him,  granting  that  he  alone 
was  made  and  fashioned  by  God  alone,  and  we  all  spring 
from  Adam,  and  consist  according  to  succession  of  the  race, 
so  long  as  he  was  fashioned  liom  the  earth  as  others,  and  at 
§.  9.  first  not  being,  afterwards  came  to  he.  But  though  we  were 
to  allow  some  prerogative  to  the  Pro  to])  last  as  having  been 
vouchsafed  the  hand  of  God,  still  it  must  he  one  of  honour 
not  of  nature.  For  he  came  of  the  earth,  as  other  men  ;  and 
the  hand  which  then  fashioned  Adam,  now  also  and  ever  is 
fashioning  and  giving  entire  consistence  to  those  who  come 
after  him.  And  God  Himself  declares  this  to  Jeremias,  as  1 
Jer.l,5.  said  before;  Before  I  formed  thee  in  the  womb,  I  knew 
thee ;  and  so  He  says  of  all,  All  those  things  hath  My  hand 
Is. 66, 2 .made;  and  again  by  Esaias,  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  thy 
Is.  44,  redeemer,  and  He  that  formed  thee  from  the  womb,  I  am 
24'  the  Lord  that  malceth  all  things;  that  stretcheth  forth  the 
heavens  alone ;  that  spreadeth  abroad  the  earth  by  Myself. 
Ps.  119,  And  David,  knowing  this,  says  in  the  Psalm,  Thy  hands  have 
made  me  and  fashioned  me-,  and  He  who  says  in  Esaias, 
Is. 49,5.  Thus  saith  the  Lord  who  formed  Me  from  the  womb  to  be 
His  servant,  signifies  the  same.  Therefore,  in  respect  of 
nature,  he  differs  nothing  from  us  though  he  precede  us  in 
time,  so  long  as  we  all  consist  and  are  created  by  the  same 
hand.  If  then  these  be  your  thoughts,  O  Ariaus,  about 
the  Son  of  God  too,  that  thus  He  subsists  and  came  to  be, 
then  in  your  judgment  He  will  differ  nothing  on  the  score  of 
nature  from  others,  so  long  as  He  too  was  not,  and  came  to  be, 


His  Sonship  does  not  mean  that  He  only  partakes  the  father.  15 

and  the  name  wa3  by  grace  -united  iq  Him  m  His  .'creation  Chap. 
for  His  virtue’s  sake.  For  He  Himself  is  one  of  those,  from  ■ 
what  you  say,  of  whom  the  Spirit  says  in  the  Psalms,  /fePs.33,9. 
spake  the  word ,  and  they  were  made  ;  He  commanded ,  and 
they  were  created.  If  so,  who  was  it  to  whom  God  gave 
command11  for  the  Son’s  creation  ?  for  a  Word  there  must  be  to 
whom  God  gave  command,  and  in  whom  the  works  are 
created;  but  ye  have  no  other  to  shew  than  the  Word  ye 
deny,  unless  indeed  you  should  devise  again  some  new 
notion. 


7.  “  Yes,”  they  will  say,  “  we  have  another (which  indeed 
I  have  formerly  heard  the  Eusebians  use,)  “  on  this  score  do 
we  consider  that  the  Son  of  God  has  a  prerogative  over 
others,  and  is  called  Only-begotten,  because  He  alone  par¬ 
takes  the  Father,  and  all  other  things  partake  the  Son.” 

Tlius  they  weary  themselves  in  changing  and  varying  then- 
professions,  like  so  many  hues ;  however,  this  shall  not  save  ad 
them  from  an  exposure,  as  men  who  speak  words  to  no  pur-  ?eiaP- 
pose  out  of  the  earth,  and  wallow  as  in  the  mire  of  their  own 
devices.  For  If  He  were  called  God’s  Son,  and  we  the  §.  10. 
Son’s  sons,  their  fiction  were  plausible  ;  but  if  we  too  are  said 
to  be  sons  of  that  God,  of  whom  He  is  Son,  then  we  too 
partake  the  Father6,  who  says,  I  have  begotten  and  exalted  Is.  i,  2. 
children.  For  if  we  did  not  partake  Him,  He  had  not 
said,  I  have  begotten  ;  but  if  He  Himself  begat  us,  no  other 
than  He  is  our  Father1.  And,  as  before,  it  matters  not, 
whether  the  Son  has  something  more  and  was  made  first,  but 


d  In  like  manner,  “  Men  were  made 
through  the  Word,  when  the  Father 
Himself  willed."  Orat.  i.  63.  ‘  The 
Word  forms  matter  as  injoined  by, 
and  ministering  to,  God.”  Tgirrurri- 
(ttut  xai  uxtvgyuv.  ibid.  ii.  §.  22.  contr. 
Gent.  46. 

*  His  argument  is,  that  if  the  Son 
but  partook  the  Father  in  the  sense  in 
which  we  partake  the  Son,  then  the 
Son  would  not  impart  to  us  the  Father, 
but  Himself,  and  would  be  a  separat¬ 
ing  as  well  as  uniting  medium  between 
the  Father  and  us ;  whereas  He  brings 
us  so  near  to  the  Father,  that  we  are 
the  Father’s  children,  not  His,  and 
therefore  He  must  be  Himself  one  with 
the  Father,  or  the  Fathermustbein  Him 
with  an  incomprehensible  completeness. 


vid.  de  Synod.  §.61.  contr.  Gent.  46. 
fin.  Hence  St.  Austin  says,  “  As  the 
Father  has  life  in  Himself,  so  hath  He 
given  also  to  the  Son  to  have  life  in 
Himself,  not  by  participating ,  but  in 
Himself.  For  we  have  not  life  in  our¬ 
selves,  but  in  our  God.  But  that  Fa¬ 
ther,  who  has  life  in  Himself,  begat  a 
Son  such,  as  to  have  life  in  Himself, 
not  to  become  partaker  of  life,  but  to  be 
Himself  life;  awl  of  that  life  to  make 
ns  partakers."  Serm.  127.  de  Verb. 
Evang.  9. 

f  “  To  say  God  is  wholly  par¬ 
taken .,  is  the  same  as  saying  that  God 
begets."  Orat.  i.  §.  16.  And  in  like 
manner,  our  inferior  participation  in¬ 
volves  such  sonship  as  is  vouchsafed 
to  us. 


Nicrn 

Def. 


Mat. 25, 
34. 

ib.5,32. 


1  u.  v6nu- 
rroTuQ'ri; 


16  No'  sertvse  (jf  Sons  ft ! p  can  be  maintained  but  the  Catholic. 
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we  somerlpiig.-I.eiJs;  rub  I  w$re  ii all q' .  aftertver d s ,  so  long  as  we 
all  partitke,  and*  ai'e*  c’airetl  sons,  of  the  same  Father*.  For 
the  more  or  less  does  not  indicate  a  different  nature ;  but 
attaches  to  each  according  to  the  practice  of  virtue  ;  and  one 
is  placed  over  ten  cities,  another  over  five ;  and  some  sit  on 
twelve  thrones  judging  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel;  and  others 
hear  the  words,  Come ,  ye  blessed  of  My  Father ,  and,  Well 
done,  good  and  faithful  servant.  With  such  ideas,  how¬ 
ever,  no  wonder  they  imagine  that  of  such  a  Son  God  was 
not  always  Father,  and  such  a  Son  was  not  always  in  being, 
but  was  generated  from  nothing  as  a  creatine,  and  was  not 
before  His  generation ;  for  such  an  one  is  other  than  the 
True  Son  of  God. 

8.  But  to  persist  in  such  teaching  does  not  consist  with 
piety h,  for  it  is  rather  the  tone  of  thought  of  Sadducees  and 
Samosatene  1 ;  it  remains  then  to  say  that  the  Son  of  God  is 
so  called  according  to  the  other  sense,  in  which  Isaac 
was  son  of  Abraham ;  for  what  is  naturally  begotten  from  any 
one  and  does  not  accrue  to  him  from  without,  that  in  the 
nature  of  tilings  is  a  son,  and  that  is  what  the  name 
implies k.  Is  then  the  Son’s  generation  one  of  human1  af- 


%  And  so  in  Orat.  ii.  §.  19 — 22. 
“  Though  the  Son  surpassed  other  things 
on  a  comparison,  yet  He  were  equally 
a  creature  with  them  ;  for  even  in  those 
things  which  are  of  a  created  nature, 
we  may  find  some  things  surpassing 
others.  Star,  for  instance,  differs 
from  star  in  glory,  yet  it  does  not  fol¬ 
low'  that  some  are  sovereign,  and  others 
serve,  &c.”  ii.  $.  20.  And  so  Gregory 
Nyssen  contr.  Eunom.  iii.  p.  132.  D. 
Epiph.  Hser.  76.  p.  970. 

h  i.  e.  since  it  is  impossible  they 
can  persist  in  evasions  so  manifest  as 
these,  nothing  is  left  but  to  take  the 
other  sense  of  the  word. 

!  Paul  of  Samosata  is  called  Samo¬ 
satene,  as  John  of  Damascus  Damas¬ 
cene,  from  the  frequent  adoption  of  the 
names  Paul  and  John.  Hence  also 
John  Chrysostom,  Peter  Chrysologus, 
John  Philoponus.  Paul  was  Bishop 
of  Antioch  in  the  middle  of  the  third 
century,  and  was  deposed  for  a  sort  of 
Sabellianism.  He  was  the  friend  of 
Lucian,  from  whose  school  the  principal 
Arians  issued.  His  prominent  tenet, 
to  which  Athan.  seems  here  to  allude, 


was  that  our  Lord  became  the  Son  by 
or  growth  in  holiness,  (vid. 
Luke  2,  52.  Tfilxern,)  “advancing  as 
a  man,”  Orat.  iii.  §.  51.  Or  he  may  be 
alluding  to  his  doctrine  of  our  Lord’s 
predestination,  referred  to  st/pr.  §.  6. 
eir.Jin.  for  Paul  spoke  of  Him  as  “  God 
predestined  before  ages,  but  from  Mary 
receiving  the  origin  of  His  existence.” 
contr.  Apoll.  i.  20. 

k  The  force  lies  in  the  word 
“naturally,”  which  the  Council  express¬ 
ed  still  more  definitely  by  “substance.” 
Thus  Cyril  says,  “  the  term  ‘  Son’  de¬ 
notes  the  substantial  origin  from  the  Fa¬ 
ther.”  Dial.  5.  p.  573.  And  Gregory 
Nyssen,  “  the  title  ‘  Son’  does  not  sim¬ 
ply  express  the  being  from  another,” 
(vid.  infra,  §.  19.)  but  relationship  ac¬ 
cording  to  nature,  contr.  Eunom.  ii. 
p.  91.  Again  St.  Basil  says,  that  Father 
is  “  a  term  of  relationship,”  clxuanui. 
contr.  Eunom.  ii.  24.  init.  And  hence 
he  remarks,  that  we  too  are  properly, 
x u fiats ,  sons  of  God,  as  becoming  related 
to  Him  through  works  of  the  Spirit, 
ii.  23.  So  also  Cyril,  toe.  cif.  Else¬ 
where,  St.  Basil  defines  father  “  one 
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Divine  generation  is  not  as  human. 

fection  ?  (for  this  perhaps,  as  their  predecessors they  too  Chap. 

will  be  ready  to  object  in  their  ignorance;) — in  no  wise;  for - — 

God  is  not  as  man,  nor  man  as  God.  Men  are  created 
of  matter,  and  that  passible1;  but  God  is  immaterial  and 1 
incorporeal.  And  if  so  be  the  same  terms  are  used  of  God 
and  man  in  divine  Scripture,  yet  the  clear-sighted,  as  Paul 
injoins,  will  study  it,  and  thereby  discriminate,  and  dispose 
of  what  is  written  according  to  the  nature  of  each  subject, 
and  avoid  any  confusion  of  sense,  so  as  neither  to  conceive 
of  the  things  of  God  in  a  human  way,  nor  to  ascribe  the 
things  of  man  to  God"1.  For  this  were  to  mix  wine  with 
water2,  and  to  place  upon  the  altar  strange  fire  with  that 2 '-id- 
which  is  divine.  $  35 

9.  For  God  creates,  and  to  create  is  also  ascribed  to  men ;  §.  11. 
and  God  has  being3,  and  men  are  said  to  be,  having  received 3  <S» i<rn. 
from  God  this  gift  also.  Yet  does  God  create  as  men  do? 
or  is  His  being  as  man’s  being?  Perish  the  thought;  we 
understand  the  terms  in  one  sense  of  God,  and  in  another  of 
men.  For  God  creates,  in  that  He  calls  what  is  not  into 
being,  needing  nothing  thereunto ;  but  men  work  some 
existing  material,  first  praying,  and  so  gaining  the  wit  to 
make,  from  that  God  who  has  framed  all  things  by  His  proper 
Word.  And  again  men,  being  incapable  of  self-existence, 
are  inclosed  in  place,  and  consist  in  the  Word  of  God ;  but 


who  gives  to  another  the  origin  of  being 
according  to  a  nature  like  his  own;” 
and  a  son  “  one  who  possesses  the 
origin  of  being  from  another  by  gene¬ 
ration.”  contr.  Eun.  ii.  22.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Arians  at  the  first  de¬ 
nied  that  “  by  nature  there  was  any 
Son  of  God.”  Tbeod.  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  732. 

1  vid.  Eusebius,  in  his  Letter  sub¬ 
joined  :  also  Socr.  Hist.  i.  8.  Epiphan. 
Hsr.  69.  n.  8.  and  15. 

m  One  of  the  characteristic  points  in 
Athanasius  is  his  constant  attention  to 
the  sense  of  doctrine,  or  the  meaning 
of  writers,  in  preference  to  the  words 
used.  Thus  he  scarcely  uses  the  sym¬ 
bol  ifitt inst,  one  in  substance,  through¬ 
out  his  Orations,  aDd  in  the  de  Synod, 
acknowledges  the  Semiarians  as  bre¬ 
thren.  Hence  infr.  $.  18.  he  says,  that 
orthodox  doctrine  11  is  revered  by  all, 
though  expressed  in  strange  language, 
provided  the  speaker  means  religiously, 


and  wishes  to  convey  by  it  a  religious 
sense.”  vid.  also  $.21.  He  says,  that 
Catholics  are  able  to  “  speak  freely,” 
or  to  expatiate,  “  out 

of  Divine  Scripture.'  Orat.  i.  $.  9.  vid. 
de  Sent.  Dionys.  $.  20.  init.  Again: 
“  The  devil  spoke  from  Scripture,  but 
was  silenced  by  the  Saviour;  Paul 
spoke  from  profane  writers,  yet,  being 
a  saint,  he  has  a  religious  meaning.” 
de  Syn.  §.  39.  also  ad  Ep.  JE g.  8. 
Again,  speaking  of  the  apparent  con¬ 
trariety  between  two  Councils,  “  It 
were  unseemly  to  make  the  one  conflict 
with  the  other,  for  all  their  members 
are  fathers  ;  and  it  were  profane  to  de¬ 
cide  that  these  spoke  well  and  those  ill, 
for  all  of  them  have  slept  in  Christ.” 
§.  43.  also  §.  47.  Again:  “  Not  the 
phrase,  but  the  meaning  and  the  reli¬ 
gious  life,  is  the  recommendation  of  the 
faithful.”  ad  Ep.  JE g.  §.  9. 


18  As  God  creates,  so  He  begets,  incomprehensibly. 

Nicen.  God  is  self-existent,  inclosing  all  things,  and  inclosed  by 
— none ;  within  all  according  to  His  own  goodness  and  power, 
yet  without  all  in  His  proper  nature".  As  then  men  create 
not  as  God  creates,  as  their  being  is  not  such  as  God’s 
being,  so  men’s  generation  is  in  one  way,  and  the  Son  is 
from  the  Father  in  another".  For  the  offspring  of  men  are 
portions  of  their  fathers,  since  the  very  nature  of  bodies  is 
not  uncompounded,  but  transitive p,  and  composed  of  parts ; 
1  bvc'ifi-  and  men  lose  their  substance 1  in  begetting,  and  again  they 
°VT‘  gain  substance  from  the  accession  of  food.  And  on  this 
account  men  in  their  time  become  fathers  of  many  children  ; 


n  Vid.  also  Incarn.  §.  17.  This 
contrast  is  not  commonly  found  in 
ecclesiastical  writers,  who  are  used 
to  say  that  God  is  present  every 
where,  in  substance  as  well  as  by  ener¬ 
gy  or  power.  S.  Clement,  however, 
expresses  himself  still  more  strongly  in 
the  same  way,  “  In  substance  far  off, 
(for  how  can  the  generate  come  close 
to  the  Ingenerate  P)  but  most  close  in 
power,  in  which  the  universe  is  embo¬ 
somed.”  Strom.  2.  circ.  init.  hut  the 
parenthesis  explains  his  meaning,  vid. 
Cyril.  Thesaur.  6.  p.  44.  The  common 
doctrine  of  the  Fathers  is,  that  God  is 
present  every  where  in  substance,  vid. 
Petav.  de  Deo,  iii.  8.  and  9.  It  may 
be  remarked,  that  S.  Clement  continues 
“  neither  inclosing  nor  inclosed.” 

0  In  Almighty  God  is  the  perfection 
and  first  pattern  of  what  is  seen  in  sha¬ 
dow  in  human  nature,  according  to  the 
imperfection  of  the  subject  matter ;  and 
this  remark  applies,  as  to  creation,  so  to 
generation.  Athanasius  is  led  to  state 
this  more  distinctly  in  another  connec¬ 
tion  in  Orat.  i.  §.21.  fin.  “  It  belongs 
to  the  Godhead  alone,  that  the  Father  is 
properly  (xu^iws)  Father ,  and  the  Son 
properly  (xvgltis)  Son;  and  in  Them 
and  Them  only  does  it  hold  that  the 
Father  is  ever  Father,  and  the  Son  ever 
Son.”  Accordingly  he  proceeds,  short¬ 
ly  afterwards,  as  in  the  text,  to  argue, 
“  [The  heretics]  ought  in  creation  also  to 
supply  God  with  materials,  and  so  to 
deny  Him  to  be  Creator ;  but  if  the  hare 
idea  of  God  transcends  such  thoughts, 
and  a  man  believes  that  He  is  in  being, 
not  as  we  are,  and  yet  in  being,  as  God, 
and  that  He  creates  not  as  man  creates, 
but  yet  creates  as  God,  therefore  He 
begets  also  not  as  men  beget,  but 
begets  as  God.  For  God  does  not 


make  men  His  pattern ,  hnt  rather  we 
men,  for  that  God  is  properly  and  alone 
truly  Father  of  His  Son,  are  also  called 
fathers  of  our  own  children,  for  ‘  of 
Him  is  every  fatherhood  in  heaven 
and  on  earth  named.’  §.  23.  The  Se- 
miarians  at  Ancyra  quote  the  same 
text  for  the  same  doctrine.  Epiphan. 
Hcer.  73.  5.  As  do  Cyril,  in  Joan, 
iii.  p.  24.  Thesaur.  32.  p.  281.  and  Da¬ 
mascene  de  Fid.  Orth.  i.  8.  The  same 
parallel,  as  existing  between  creation 
and  generation,  is  insisted  on  by  Isidor. 
Pel.  Ep.  iii.  355.  Basil,  contr. Eun.  iv.  p. 
280.  A.  Cyril  Thesaur.  6.  p.  43.  Epiph. 
Hcer.  69.  36.  and  Gregor.  Naz.  Orat. 
20.  9.  who  observes  that  God  creates 
with  a  word,  Ps.  148,  5.  which  evidently 
transcends  human  creations.  Theodoras 
Abucara  with  the  same  object,  draws 
out  the  parallel  of  life,  ^uh,  as  Athan. 
that  of  being,  iT txi.  Opusc.  iii.  p.  420 — 
422. 

P  vid.  de  Synod.  §.  51.  Orat.  i.  §. 
15.  16.  pturrii.  vid.  Orat.  i.  §.  28. 
Bas.  in.  Eun.  ii.  23.  pirn.  Bas.  in  Eun. 
ii. 6.  Greg. N az.  Orat. 28. 22.  Vid.  contr. 
Gentes,  §.  41.  where  Athan.  without 
reference  to  the  Arian  controversy , draws 
out  the  contrast  between  the  Godhead 
and  human  nature.  “  The  nature  of 
things  generated,  as  having  its  subsist¬ 
ence  from  nothing,  is  of  a  transitive 
(p-vrrrn  and  feeble  and  mortal  sort, 
considered  by  itself ;  seeing  then  that  it 
was  transitive  and  dissoluble,  lest  this 
should  take  place,  and  it  should  be  re¬ 
solved  into  its  original  nothing,  God  go¬ 
verns  and  sustains  it  all,  by  His  own 
Word,  who  is  Himself  God,”  and  who, 
as  he  proceeds,  §.  42.  “  remaining  Him¬ 
self  immoveable  with  the  Father,  moves 
all  things  in  His  own  consistence,  as 
each  may  seem  fit  to  His  Father.” 


Divine  generation  is  not  material,  but  spiritual.  19 

but  God,  being  without  parts,  is  Father  of  the  Son  without  Chap. 
partition  or  passion ;  for  there  is  neither  effluence 1  q  of  the  — — — 
Immaterial,  nor  accession  from  without,  as  among  men ;  and  u'*°rr‘cv 
being  uncompounded  in  nature,  He  is  Father  of  One  Only 
Son.  This  is  why  He  is  Only-begotten,  and  alone  in  the 
Father’s  bosom,  and  alone  is  acknowledged  by  the  Father  to 
be  from  Him,  saying,  This  is  My  beloved  Son,  in  whom  I  am  Mat.  3, 
well  pleased.  And  He  too  is  the  Father’s  Word,  from  which1'- 
may  be  understood  the  impassible  and  impartitive  nature  of 
the  Father,  in  that  not  even  a  human  word  is  begotten  with 
passion  or  partition,  much  less  the  Word  of  Godr.  Where¬ 
fore  also  He  sits,  as  Word,  at  the  Father’s  right  hand;  for 
where  the  Father  is,  there  also  is  His  Word ;  but  we,  as 
His  works,  stand  in  judgment  before  Him  ;  and  He  is 
adorable,  because  He  is  Son  of  the  adorable  Father,  but  we 
adore,  confessing  Him  Lord  and  God,  because  we  are 
creatures  and  other  than  He. 

10.  The  case  being  thus,  let  who  w  ill  among  them  consider  §.  12. 
the  matter,  so  that  one  may  abash  them  by  the  following  ques¬ 
tion;  Is  it  right  to  say  that  what  is  God’s  offspring  and  proper 
to  Him  is  out  of  nothing?  or  is  it  reasonable  in  the  very  idea, 
that  what  is  from  God  has  accrued  to  Him,  that  a  man  should 
dare  to  say  that  the  Son  was  not  always  ?  For  in  this  again 
the  generation  of  the  Son  exceeds  and  transcends  the 
thoughts  of  man,  that  we  become  fathers  of  our  own  children 
in  time,  since  we  ourselves  first  were  not  and  then  came  into 
being;  but  God,  in  that  He  ever  is,  is  ever  Father  of  the  Son’. 


3  S.  Cyril,  Dial.  iv.  init.  p.  505,  E. 
speaks  of  the  fyvkXeufiivn  axtffon ;  and 
disclaims  it,  Thesaur.  6.  p.  43.  Atha¬ 
nasius  disclaims  it,  Expos.  §.  1.  Orat.  i. 
§.  21.  So  does  Alexander,  ap.  Theod. 
Hist.  i.  3.  p.  743.  On  the  other  hand, 
Athanasius  quotes  it  in  a  passage  which 
he  adduces  from  TheogDostus,  infra, 
§.  25.  and  from  Dionysius,  de  Sent.  D. 
§.23.  and  Origen  uses  it,  Periarchon,i.2. 
It  is  derived  from  Wisd.  vii.  25. 

r  The  title  “  Word”  implies  the  in¬ 
effable  mode  of  the  Son’s  generation,  as 
distinct  from  material  parallels,  vid. 
Gregory  Nyssen,  contr.  Eunom.  iii. 
p.  107.  Chrysostom  in  Joan.  Horn.  2. 
§.  4.  Cyril  Alex.  Thesaur.  5.  p.  37. 
Also  it  implies  that  there  is  but  One 
Sod.  vid.  infra,  §.  16.  “  As  the  Origin 
is  one  substance,  so  its  Word  and 

C 


Wisdom  is  one,  substantial  and  sub¬ 
sisting.”  Athan.  Orat.  iv.  1.  fin. 

•  “  Man,”  says  S.  Cyril,  inasmuch 
as  He  had  a  beginning  of  being,  also 
has  of  necessity  a  beginning  of  beget¬ 
ting,  as  what  is  from  Him  is  a  thing 
generate,  but.... if  God’s  substance 
transcend  time,  or  origin,  or  interval, 
His  generation  too  will  transcend  these ; 
nor  does  it  deprive  the  Divine  Nature  of 
the  power  of  generating,  that  it  doth 
not  this  in  time.  For  other  than  hu¬ 
man  is  the  manner  of  divine  generation  ; 
and  together  with  God's  existing  is  His 
generating  implied,  and  the  Son  was  in 
Him  by  generation,  nor  did  His  gene¬ 
ration  precede  His  existence,  but  He 
was  always,  and  that  by  generation.” 
Thesaur.  v.  p.  36. 

2 


20  As  is  symbolized  by  the  words  Light ,  Fountain ,  Life ,  fyc. 


Kicen.  And  the  generation  of  mankind  is  brought  home  to  us  from 
j-  things  that  are  parallel ;  hut,  since  no  one  knowelh  the  Son  but 
27.  the  Father,  and  no  one  knowelh  the  Father  but  the  Son,  and 
he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  will  reveal  Him,  therefore  the  sacred 
winters  to  whom  the  Son  has  revealed  Him,  have  given  us  a 
Heb.  l,  certain  image  from  things  visible,  saying,  Who  is  the  brightness 
Ps.  36,  of  His  glory, and  the  Expression  of  His  Person ;  and  again, /or 
y-  with  Thee  is  the  well  of  life,  and  in  Thy  light  shall  we  see 
Bar.  3,  light ;  and  when  the  Word  chides  Israel,  He  says,  Thou  hast 
forsaken  the  Fountain  of  wisdom ;  and  this  Fountain  it  is 
Jer.  2,  which  says,  They  have  forsaken  Me  the  fountain  of  living 


waters1.  And  mean  indeed  and  very  dim  is  the  illustration1 


13. 

1  vid.Ep. ' 

atl  compared  with  what  we  desiderate ;  hut  yet  it  is  possible 
2U  pP.  from  it  to  understand  something  above  man’s  nature,  instead 
663. a. b.  0f  thinking  the  Son’s  generation  to  be  on  a  level  with  ours. 
For  who  can  even  imagine  that  the  radiance  of  light  ever  was 
not,  so  that  he  should  dare  to  say  that  the  Son  was  not  always, 
or  that  the  Son  was  not  before  His  generation  ?  or  who  is 
capable  of  separating  the  radiance  from  the  sun,  or  to  conceive 
of  the  fountain  as  ever  void  of  life,  that  he  should  madly  say, 
John  14, {£  The  Son  is  from  nothing,”  who  says,  I  am  the  life,  or 
]b.  v.  9.  “  aliep  to  the  Father’s  substance,”  who  says,  He  that  hath 
seen  Me,  hath  seen  the  Father  ?  for  the  sacred  writers 
wishing  us  thus  to  understand,  have  given  these  illustrations ; 
and  it  is  indecent  and  most  irreligious,  when  Scripture  con¬ 
tains  such  images,  to  form  ideas  concerning  our  Lord  from 
others  which  are  neither  in  Scripture,  nor  have  any  religious 
bearing. 

§.  13.  11.  Therefore  let  them  tell  us,  from  what  teacher  or  by  what 

tradition  they  derived  these  notions  concerning  the  Saviour? 
Prov.  8,  “  We  have  read,”  thev  will  sav,  “  in  the  Proverbs,  The  Lord 
3  v'i(i  hath  created  Me  a  beginning  of  His  ways  unto  His  works* ; 
Orat.  ii.  this  the  Eusebians  used  to  insist  on”,  and  you  write  me  word, 

through¬ 

out. 


(  vid.  infra  passim.  All  these  titles, 
“  Word,  Wisdom,  Light,”  &c.  serve 
to  guard  the  title  “  Son”  from  any 
notions  of  parts  or  dimensions,  e.  g. 
“  He  is  not  composed  of  parts,  but 
being  impassible  and  single,  He  is  im- 
passibly  and  indivisibiy  Father  of  the 
Son. .  .for. .  .the  Word  and  Wisdom 


is  neither  creature,  nor  part  of  Him 
whose  Word  He  is,  nor  an  offspring 
passibly  begotten.”  Orat.  i.  §.  28. 

u  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  quotes  it  in 
his  Letter  to  Paulinus,  ap.  Theodor. 
Hist.  i.  5.  And  Eusebius  of  Caesarea 
Demonstr.  Evang.  v.  1. 


Creation  is  an  external  act ,  generation  an  internal.  21 

that  the  present  men  also,  though  overthrown  and  confuted  Chap. 
by  an  abundance  of  arguments,  still  were  putting  about  in  IIL 
every  quarter  this  passage,  and  saying  that  the  Son  was  one 
of  the  creatures,  and  reckoning  Him  with  things  generated1.  ly>»iro7f 
But  they  seem  to  me  to  have  a  wrong  understanding  of  this 
passage  also ;  for  it  has  a  religious  and  very  orthodox  sense, 
which,  had  they  understood,  they  would  not  have  blasphemed 
the  Lord  of  glory.  For  on  comparing  what  has  been  above 
stated  with  this  passage,  they  will  find  a  great  difference  between 
them  \  For  what  man  of  right  understanding  does  not  perceive, 
that  what  are  created  and  made  are  external  to  the  maker ; 
but  the  Son,  as  the  foregoing  argument  has  shewn,  exists  not 
externally,  but  from  the  Father  who  begat  Him  ?  for  man  too 
both  builds  a  house  and  begets  a  son,  and  no  one  would 
mismatch  things,  and  say  that  the  house  or  the  ship  were 
begotten  by  the  builder2,  but  the  Son  was  created  and  made  by  *  Serap. 
him ;  nor  again  that  the  house  was  an  image  of  the  maker,  u‘ 
but  the  Son  unlike  Him  who  begat  Him  ;  but  rather  he  will 
confess  that  the  Son  is  an  image  of  the  Father,  but  the  house 
a  work  of  art,  unless  his  mind  be  disordered,  and  he  beside 
himself.  Plainly,  divine  Scripture,  which  knows  better  than 
any  the  nature  of  every  thing,  says  through  Moses,  of  the 
creatures,  In  the  beginning  God  created  the  heaven  and  the  Gen.  i, 
earth ;  but  of  the  Son  it  introduces  the  Father  Himself1' 
saving,  I  have  begotten  Thee  from  the  womb  before  the  Ps.  lio, 
morning  star ;  and  again,  Thou  art  My  Son,  this  day  have  p’s.  2, 7. 
I  begotten  Thee.  And  the  Lord  says  of  Flimself  in  the 
Proverbs,  Before  all  the  hills  He  begets  Me;  and  concerning Pjov. 8, 
things  generated  and  created  John  speaks,  All  things  were  jn’hn  i( 
made  by  Him;  but  preaching  of  the  Lord,  he  says,  The*-  ]g 
Only-begotten  Son,  who  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  He 
hath  declared  Him.  If  then  son,  therefore  not  creature; 
if  creature,  not  son ;  for  great  is  the  difference  between 
them,  and  son  and  creature  cannot  be  the  same,  unless  his 
substance  be  considered  to  be  at  once  from  God,  and  external 
to  God. 

*  i.  e.  “  Granting  that  the  primd  His  creation,  that  we  must  interpret 
_/aeie  impression  of  this  text  is  in  favour  this  text  by  them.  It  cannot  mean 
of  our  Lord’s  being  a  creature,  yet  so  that  our  Lord  was  simply  created,  be- 
many  arguments  have  been  already  cause  we  have  already  shewn  that  He 
brought,  and  may  be  added,  against  is  not  external  to  His  Father." 
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The  Son  was  created  when  He  came  in  our  flesh. 

Nicen.  12.  “  Has  then  the  passage  no  meaning?”  for  this,  like  a 
Pef‘-  swarm  of  gnats,  they  are  droning  about  usJ.  No  surely,  it  is  not 
without  meaning,  but  has  a  very  apposite  one;  for  it  is  true 
to  say  that  the  Son  was  created  too,  but  this  took  place  when 
lie  became  man  ;  for  creation  belongs  to  man.  And  any  one 
may  find  this  sense  duly  given  in  the  divine  oracles,  who, 
instead  of  accounting  their  study  a  secondary  matter,  in¬ 
vestigates  the  time  and  characters1,  and  the  object,  and  thus 
studies  and  ponders  what  he  reads.  Now  as  to  the  season 
spoken  of,  he  will  find  for  certain  that,  whereas  the  Lord 
»  aiutat  always  is,  at  length  in  fulness  of  the  ages1  He  became  man  ; 
and  whereas  He  is  Son  of  God,  He  became  Son  of  man  also. 
And  as  to  the  object  he  will  understand,  that,  wishing  to 
annul  our  death,  He  took  on  Himself  a  body  from  the  Virgin 
Mary ;  that  by  offering  this  unto  the  Father  a  sacrifice  for 
all,  He  might  deliver  us  all,  who  by  fear  of  death  were  all 
Heb.  2,  our  life  through  subject  to  bondage.  And  as  to  the  character, 
it  is  indeed  the  Saviour’s,  but  is  said  of  Him  when  He  took 
Prov.  s,  a  body  and  said,  The  Lord  has  created  Me  a  beginning  of 
His  wags  unto  His  works.  For  as  it  properly  belongs  to 
God’s  Son  to  be  everlasting,  and  in  the  Father’s  bosom,  so 
on  His  becoming  man,  the  words  befitted  Him,  The  Lord 
created  Me.  For  then  it  is  said  of  Him,  and  He  hungered, 
and  He  thirsted,  and  He  asked  where  Lazarus  lay,  and 
2Sent.D.  He  suffered,  and  He  rose  again2.  And  as,  when  we  hear 
fii ,<$.rat  °f  Him  as  Lord  and  God  and  true  Light,  we  understand 
26-41.  Him  as  being  from  the  Father,  so  on  hearing,  The  Herd 
created,  and  Servant,  and  He  suffered,  we  shall  justly  ascribe 
this,  not  to  the  Godhead,  for  it  is  irrelevant,  but  we  must 
interpret  it  by  that  flesh  which  He  bore  for  our  sakes ;  for  to 
it  these  things  are  proper,  and  this  flesh  was  none  other’s  than 
the  Word’s.  And  if  we  wish  to  know  the  object  attained  by  this, 

y  •rioi&ivt&ovti*.  So  in  ad  Afros. 5.  init.  meaning  of  the  word,  contr.  Apoll.  ii. 
And  Sent.  I).  §.  19.  xetii^ttrai  ngi/2sfi-  2.  and  10;  though  it  there  approxi- 
fioutris.  And  Gregory  N yssen ,  contr.  mates  (even  in  phrase,  evx  it  i/x/firu 
Enn.  viii.  p.  234.  C.  a;  at  rev;  axuoov;  r(ttruvut)  to  its  ecclesiastical  use,  which 
faTi  xXarunxaTs  xaP.XjQutiais  trtcifit/i-  seems  to  have  been  later.  Yet  persona 
/JiiiTEdv.  vid.  also  wi tii^etrai  us  «'  xat-  occurs  in  Tertull.  in  Prax.  27;  it  may 
ta  l>ci  Orat.  iii.  fin.  he  questioned,  however,  whether  in  any 

z  •x^oraxa.  vid.  Orat.  i.  §.  54.  ii.  §.  8.  genuine  Greek  treatise  till  the  Apolli- 
Sent.  P.  4.  not  persons,  hut  characters ;  narians. 
which  must  also  be  considered  the 
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By  the  Word  becoming  man,  men  become  gods. 

we  shall  find  it  to  be  as  follows;  that  the  Word  was  made  flesh  Chap. 
in  order  to  offer  up  this  body  for  all,  and  that  we,  partaking  — HL_ 
of  His  Spirit,  might  be  made  gods,  a  gift  which  we  could  not 
otherwise  have  gained  than  by  His  clothing  Himself  in  our 
created  body1;  for  hence  we  derive  our  name  of  “  men  ofIOratii- 
God”  and  “  men  in  Christ.”  But  as  we,  by  receiving  the 
Spirit,  do  not  lose  our  own  proper  substance,  so  the  Lord, 
when  made  man  for  us,  and  bearing  a  body,  was  no  less  God  ; 
for  He  was  not  lessened  by  the  envelopment  of  the  body, 
but  rather  deified  it  and  rendered  it  immortal a. 

1  “  remaining  Himself  unalterable,  nomy  and  presence  in  the  flesh."  Orat. 
and  not  changed  by  His  human  eco-  ii.  6. 


CHAR  IV. 


PROOF  OF  Tilt:  CATHOLIC  SENSE  OF  THE  WORD  SON'. 


Power,  W  ord  or  Reason,  and  Wisdom,  the  names  of  the  Son,  imply 
eternity;  as  well  as  the  Father’s  title  of  Fountain.  The  Arians  reply 
that  these  do  not  formally  belong  to  the  essence  of  the  Son,  but  are 
names  given  Him  ;  that  God  has  many  words,  powers,  &c.  Why  there 
is  but  one  Son  and  Word,  &c.  All  the  titles  of  the  Son  coincide  in  Him. 

Nicen.  1.  This  then  is  quite  enough  to  expose  the  infamy  of  the 
-■ — ~  Arian  heresy  ;  for,  as  the  Lord  has  granted,  out  of  their  own 
1**'  words  is  irreligion  brought  home  to  them\  But  come  now 
and  let  us  on  our  part  act  on  the  offensive,  and  call  on  them 
for  an  answer ;  for  now  is  fair  time,  when  their  own  ground 
has  failed  them,  to  question  them  on  ours;  perhaps  it  may 
abash  the  perverse,  and  disclose  to  them  whence  they  have  fallen. 
We  have  learned  from  divine  Scripture,  that  the  Son  of  God, 
as  was  said  above,  is  the  very  Word  and  Wisdom  of  the 
l  Cor.  l,  Father.  For  the  Apostle  says,  Christ  the  power  of  God  and 
John  l,  ^le  Wisdom  of  God ;  and  John  after  saying,  And  the  Word 
14-  was  made  flesh,  at  once  adds,  And  we  have  seen  His  glory, 
the  glory  as  of  the  Only-begotten  of  the  Father,  full  of  graee 
and  truth ;  so  that,  the  Word  being  the  Only-begotten  Son, 
in  this  Word  and  in  Wisdom  heaven  and  earth  and  all  that  is 
therein  were  made.  And  of  this  Wisdom  that  God  is  Foun- 
1  vid.  tain  we  have  learned  from1  Baruch,  by  Israel’s  being  charged 
§.Ui2.  having  forsaken  the  Fountain  of  Wisdom.  If  then  they 

deny  Scripture,  they  are  at  once  aliens  to  their  name,  and 


b  The  main  argument  of  the  Arians 
was  that  our  Lord  was  a  Son,  and  there¬ 
fore  was  not  eternal,  hut  of  a  substance 
which  had  a  beginning.  With  this 
Arius  started  in  his  dispute  with  Alex¬ 
ander.  “  Arius,  a  man  not  without 
dialectic  skill,  thinking  that  the  Bishop 
was  introducing  the  doctrine  of  Sahel- 
lius  the  Libyan,  out  of  contention  fell 
otf  into  the  opinion  diametrically  oppo¬ 
site, ....and  he  says,  ‘  If  the  Father 


begot  the  Son,  he  that  was  begotten 
had  a  beginning  of  existence ;  and  from 
this  it  is  plain  that  once  the  Son  was 
not;  and  it  follows  of  necessity  that  He 
had  His  subsistence  out  of  nothing.” 
Socr.  i.  5.  Accordingly,  Athanasius 
says,  “  Having  argued  with  them  as  to 
the  meaning  of  their  own  selected  term, 
‘Son,"  let  us  go  on  to  others,  which  on 
the  very  face  make  for  us,  such  as 
Word,  Wisdom,  &c.” 


To  deny  God's  Wisdom,  is  to  deny  that  God  is  wise.  25 

may  fitly  be  called  of  all  men  atheists',  and  Christ’s  enemies,  Chap. 
for  they  have  brought  upon  themselves  these  names.  But  if  -  IV~ 

a  ‘  via. 

they  agree  with  us  that  the  sayings  of  Scripture  are  divinely  Supr.p.3. 
inspired,  let  them  dare  to  say  openly  what  they  think  in note  f- 
secret,  that  God  was  once  wordless  and  wisdomless c ;  and  let 
them  in  their  madness2  say,  “  There  was  once  when  He  was2  vid. 
not,”  and,  “before  Ilis  generation,  Christ  was  notd;”  andj,  2.e’ 
again  let  them  declare  that  the  Fountain  begat  not  Wisdom 
from  Itself,  but  acquired  It  from  without,  till  they  have  the 
daring  to  say,  “  The  Son  came  of  nothing whence  it  will 
follow  that  there  is  no  longer  a  Fountain,  but  a  sort  of 
pool,  as  if  receiving  water  from  without,  and  usurping  the 
name  of  Fountain*. 

2.  How  full  of  irreligion  this  is,  I  consider  none  can  doubt  §.  16. 
who  has  ever  so  little  understanding.  But  since  they  whisper 
something  about  Word  and  Wisdom,  being  only  names 
of  the  Son f,  we  must  ask  then,  If  these  are  only  names  of 


c  iiXeyos,  ccffoQo;.  vid.  infra,  $.  26. 
This  is  a  frequent  argument  in  the  con¬ 
troversy,  viz.  that  to  deprive  the  Father 
of  His  Son  or  substantial  Word,  (Xoyo;,) 
is  as  great  a  sacrilege  as  to  deny  His 
Reason,  xiyo ;,  from  which  the  Son  re¬ 
ceives  Hisname.  Thus  Orat.  i.  §.  14.  fin. 
Athan.  says,  “  imputing  to  God’s  na¬ 
ture  an  absence  of  His  Word,  (iXoylav 
or  irrationality,)  they  are  mo.-t  irre¬ 
ligious.”  vid.  §.  11).  fin.  24.  Else¬ 
where,  he  says,  “  Is  a  man  not  mad 
himself,  who  even  entertains  the  thought 
that  God  is  word-less  and  wisdom-less  ? 
for  such  illustrations  and  such  images 
Scripture  hath  proposed,  that,  consider¬ 
ing  the  inability  of  human  nature  to 
comprehend  concerning  God,  we  might 
even  from  these,  however  poorly  and 
dimly,  discern  as  far  as  is  attainable.” 
Orat.  ii.  32.  vid.  also  iii.  63.  iv.  14. 
Seraj).  ii.  2. 

<*  These  were  among  the  original 
positions  of  the  Arians ;  the  former  is 
mentioned  by  Socrates,  vid.  note  b.  the 
latter  is  one  of  those  specified  in  the 
Nicene  Anathema. 

e  And  so  trryfi  Serap.  ii.  2. 

Orat.  i.  §.  14.  fin.  also  ii.  §.  2.  where 
Athanasius  speaks  as  if  those  who  deny 
that  Almighty  God  is  Father,  cannot 
really  believe  in  Him  as  a  Creator. 
“  If  He  be  not  a  Son,  let  Him  be  called 
a  work,  and  let  God  be  called,  not 


Father,  but  Framer  only  and  Creator, 
and  not  of  a  generative  nature.  But  if 
the  divine  substance  be  not  fruitful, 
(xagnyiw i,)  but  barren,  as  they  say, 
as  a  light  which  enlightens  not,  and  a 
dry  fountain,  are  they  not  ashamed  to 
maintain  that  He  possesses  the  crea¬ 
tive  energy  P”  vid.  also  trnyri  (lornrot. 
Pseudo-Dion.  Div.  Nom.  c.  2.  artiyti  1* 
irnyrts,  of  the  Son.  Epiphan.  Ancor.  19. 
And  Cyril,  “  If  thou  take  from  God  His 
being  Father,  thou  wilt  deny  the  gene¬ 
rative  power  (*ajcr oyttov)  of  the  divine 
nature,  so  that  It  no  longer  is  ■perfect. 
This  then  is  a  token  of  its  perfection, 
and  the  Son  who  wrent  forth  from 
Him  apart  from  time,  is  a  pledge 
(trQ^ayis)  to  the  Father  that  He  is  per¬ 
fect.”  Thesaur.  p.  37. 

f  Arius  said,  as  the  Eunomians  after 
him,  that  the  Son  was  not  really,  but 
only  called,  Word  and  Wisdom,  which 
were  simply  attributes  of  God,  and  the 
prototypes  of  the  Son.  vid.  Socr.  i.  6. 
p.  11.  Theod.  Hist.  1,  3.  p.  731.  Athan. 
asks,  Is  the  Son  then  more  than  wis¬ 
dom  ?  if  on  the  other  hand  He  be  less, 
still  He  must  be  so  called  because  of 
some  gift  or  quality  in  Him,  analogous 
to  wisdom,  or  of  the  nature  of  wisdom, 
and  admitting  of  improvement  and 
growth.  But  this  was  the  notorious 
doctrine  of  Christ’s  h-johot*  or  advance¬ 
ment.  “  I  am  in  wonder,”  he  says, 


26  The  Arian  objection  Unit  God  had  many  word#. 

NicEN.the  Son,  He  must  be  something  else  beside  them.  And  if 
— — -  H  e  is  higher  than  the  names,  it  is  not  lawful  from  the  lesser  to 
denote  the  higher;  but  if  He  be  less  than  the  names,  yet  He 
surely  must  have  in  Him  the  principle  of  this  more  honour¬ 
able  appellation ;  and  this  implies  His  advance,  which  is  an 
irreligion  equal  to  any  thing  that  has  gone  before.  For  He 
who  is  in  the  Father,  and  in  whom  also  the  Father  is,  who  says, 

Johnio,  /  and  the  Father  are  one,  whom  He  that  hath  seen,  hath  seen 
30.  7  .  . 

'/sai-ow-  the  Father,  to  say  that  He  \ias  been  improved1  by  any  thing 
cl“‘  external,  is  the  extreme  of  madness. 

3.  However,  when  they  are  beaten  hence,  and  like  the  Euse- 
bians  are  in  these  great  straits,  then  they  have  this  remaining 
s  vid.  plea,  which  Alius  too  in  ballads,  and  in  his  own  Thalia2, 
fabled,  as  a  new  difficulty:  “Many  words  speaketh  God; 
which  then  of  these  are  we  to  call  Son  and  Word,  Only- 
begotten  of  the  Father8  ?”  Insensate,  and  any  thing  but  Chris- 


Orat.  ii.  §.  37.  “  how,  whereas  God  is 
one,  these  men  introduce  after  their 
private  notions,  many  images,  and  wis¬ 
doms,  and  words,  and  say  that  the  Fa¬ 
ther's  proper  and  natural  Word  is  other 
than  the  Son,  by  whom  He  even  made 
the  Son,  and  that  the  real  Son  is  but 
notionally  called  Word,  as  vine,  and 
way,  and  door,  and  tree  of  life ;  and 
Wisdom  also  only  in  name, — the  proper 
and  true  Wisdom  of  the  Father,  which 
co-exists  with  Him  without  generation, 
being  other  than  the  Son,  by  which  He 
even  made  the  Son,  and  named  Him 
Wisdom  as  partaking  of  it.”  He  goes 
on  to  observe  in  §.  38.  that  to  be  con¬ 
sistent  they  should  explain  away  not 
only  word,  wisdom,  &c.  but  the  title  of 
being  as  applied  to  Him ;  “  and  then 
what  is  He  ?  for  He  is  none  of  these 
Himself,  if  they  are  but  His  names,  and 
He  has  but  a  semblance  of  being,  and 
is  decorated  with  these  names  by  us.” 

?  As  the  Arians  took  the  title  Son  in 
that  part  of  its  earthly  sense  in  which 
it  did  not  apply  to  our  Lord,  so  they 
misinterpreted  the  title  Word  also ; 
which  denoted  the  Son’s  immateriality 
and  indivisible  presence  in  the  Father, 
but  did  not  express  His  perfection, 
vid.  Orat.  ii.  §.  34 — 36.  which  precedes 
the  passage  quoted  in  the  last  note. 
“  As  our  word  is  proper  to  us  and  from 
us,  and  not  a  work  external  to  us.  so 
also  the  Word  of  God  is  proper  to  Him 


and  from  Him,  and  is  not  made,  yet  not 
as  the  word  of  man ,  else  one  must  con¬ 
sider  God  as  man.  Men  have  many 
words,  and  after  those  many,  not  any 
one  of  them  all ;  for  the  speaker  has 
ceased,  and  thereupon  his  word  fails. 
But  God’s  Word  is  one  and  the  same, 
and,  as  it  is  written,  “  remaineth  for 
ever,”  not  changed,  not  first  one  and 
then  another,  but  existing  the  same 
always.  For  it  behoved  that  God  being 
one,  one  should  be  His  Image,  one  His 
Word,  one  His  Wisdom.”  §.  36.  vid. 
contr.  Gent.  41.  ad  Ep.  .Eg.  16.  Epiph. 
Haer.  65.  3.  Nyss.  in  Eun.  xii.  p.  349. 
Origen,  (in  a  passage,  however,  of  ques¬ 
tionable  doctrine,)  says,  “  As  there  are 
gods  many,  but  to  us  one  God  the  F ather, 
and  many  lords,  but  to  us  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  so  then  are  many  words, 
but  we  pray  that  in  us  may  exist  the 
Word  that  was  in  the  beginning,  with 
God,  and  God.”  in  Joan.  tom.  ii.  3. 
“  Many  things,  it  is  acknowledged,  does 
the  Father  speak  to  the  Son,”  say  the 
Semiarians  at  Ancyra,  “  but  the  words 
which  God  speaks  to  the  Son,  are  not 
sons.  They  are  not  substances  of  God, 
but  vocal  energies ;  but  the  Son,  though 
a  Word,  is  not  such,  but,  being  a  Son, 
is  a  substance.”  Epiph.  Haer.  73.  12. 
The  Semiarians  are  speaking  against 
Sabellianism,  which  took  the  same 
ground  here  as  Arianism ;  so  did  the 
heresy  of  Samosatene,  who,  according  to 


If  our  Lord  is  the  Word ,  He  is  the  Son  and  the  Image.  27 

tiansb!  for  first,  on  using  such  language  about  God,  they  Chap. 
conceive  of  Him  almost  as  a  man,  speaking  and  reversing  His  -ii- — 
first  words  by  His  second,  just  as  if  one  Word  from  God  were 
not  sufficient  for  the  framing  of  all  things  at  the  Father’s  will, 
and  for  His  providential  care  of  all.  For  His  speaking  many 
words  would  argue  a  feebleness  in  them  all,  each  needing  the 
sendee  of  the  other.  But  that  God  should  have  one  Word, 
winch  is  the  true  doctrine,  both  shews  the  power  of  God,  and 
the  perfection  of  the  Word  that  is  from  Him,  and  the  religious 
understanding  of  them  who  thus  believe. 

4.  O  that  they  would  consent  to  confess  the  truth  from  this  §.17. 
their  own  statement !  for  if  they  once  grant  that  God  produces 
words,  they  plainly  know  Him  to  be  a  Father ;  and  acknowledg¬ 
ing  this,  let  them  consider  that,  while  they  are  loth  to  ascribe 
one  W  ord  to  God,  they  are  imagining  that  He  is  Father  of  many ; 
and  while  they  are  loth  to  say  that  there  is  no  Word  of  God  at 
all,  yet  they  do  not  confess  that  He  is  the  Son  of  God, — which 
is  ignorance  of  the  truth,  and  inexperience  in  divine  Scripture. 

For  if  God  is  altogether  F  ather  of  the  Word,  wherefore  is  not  He 
a  Son  that  is  begotten  ?  And  again,  Son  of  God  who  should 
be,  but  His  Word  ?  For  there  are  not  many  Words,  or  each 
would  be  imperfect,  but  one  is  the  Word,  that  He  only  may 
be  perfect,  and  because,  God  being  one,  His  image  too  must 
be  one,  which  is  the  Son.  For  the  Son  of  God,  as  may  be 
learnt  from  the  divine  oracles  themselves,  is  Himself  the  Word 
of  God,  and  the  Wisdom,  and  the  Image,  and  the  Hand,  and 
the  Power ;  for  God’s  offspring  is  one,  and  of  the  generation 
from  the  Father  these  titles  are  tokens'.  For  if  you  say  the 


Epiphanius,  considered  our  Lord,  the 
internal  Word,  or  thought.  H®r.  65. 
The  term  word  in  this  inferior  sense  is 
often  in  Greek  ftjfut.  Epiph.  supr.  and 
Cyril,  de  Incarn.  Unig.  init.  p.  679. 

h  “  If  they  understood  and  acknow¬ 
ledged  the  characteristic  idea  xxtxx' 
rUfte)  of  Christianity, they  would  not  have 
said  that  the  Lord  of  glory  was  a  crea¬ 
ture.”  ad  Serap.  ii.  7.  In  Orat.  i.  §.  2. 
he  says,  Arians  are  not  Christians  be¬ 
cause  they  are  Arians,  for  Christians 
are  called,  not  from  Arius,  but  from 
Christ,  who  is  their  only  Master,  vid. 
also  de  Syn.  §.  38.  init.  Sent.  D.  fin.  Ad 
Afros.  4.  Their  cruelty  and  cooperation 
with  the  heathen  populace  was  another 
reason.  Greg.  Naz.  Orat.  25.  12. 


1  All  the  titles  of  the  Son  of  God  are 
consistent  with  each  other,  and  various¬ 
ly  represent  one  and  the  same  Person. 
“  Son”  and  “  Word,”  denote  His  deriv¬ 
ation;  “Word”  and  “Image,”  His 
Similitude;  “Word”  and  “Wisdom,” 
His  immateriality;  “  Wrisdom”  and 
“  Hand”,  His  co-existence.  “  If  He 
is  not  Son,  neither  is  He  Image.” 
Orat.  ii.  §.  2.  “  How  is  there  Word 

and  Wisdom,  unless  there  be  a  proper 
offspring  of  His  substance  ?  ii.  §.  22. 
vid.  also  Orat.  i.  §.  20,  21.  and  at  great 
length  Orat.  iv.  §.  20.  Sec.  vid.  also  Naz. 
Orat.  30.  n.  20.  Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  i. 
18.  Hilar,  de  Trin.  vii.  11.  August, 
in  Joann,  xlviii.  6.  and  in  Psalm  44, 
(45,)  5. 
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'Hie  Names  of  the  Sun 

Nicen.  Son,  you  have  declared  what  is  from  the  Father  by  nature ;  and 
— if  you  imagine  the  Word,  you  are  thinking  again  of  what  is 
from  Him,  and  what  is  inseparable;  and,  speaking  of  Wisdom, 
again  you  mean  just  as  much,  what  is  not  from  without,  but 
from  Him  and  in  Him;  and  if  you  name  the  Power  and  the 
Hand,  again  you  speak  of  what  is  proper  to  substance; 
and,  speaking  of  the  linage,  you  signify  the  Son  ;  for  what  else 
is  like  God  but  the  offspring  from  Him  ?  Doubtless  the  things, 
which  came  to  lie  through  the  Word,  these  axe  founded  in 
Wisdom;  and  what  are  laid  in  Wisdom,  these  are  all  made  by 
the  Hand,  and  came  to  be  through  the  Son.  And  we  have  proof 
of  this,  not  from  external  sources,  but  from  the  Scriptures ; 
Is.  48,  for  God  Himself  says  by  Esaias  the  Prophet ;  My  hand  also 
13'  hath  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth ,  and  My  right  hand 
Is.  51,  hath  spanned  the  heavens.  And  again,  And  I  have  covered 
16‘  them  in  the  shadow  of  My  Hand,  that  I  may  plant  the 
heavens,  and  lay  the  foundations  of  the  earth.  And  David 
being  taught  this,  and  knowing  that  the  Lord’s  Hand  was  nothing 
Ps.  104,  else  than  Wisdom,  says  in  the  Psalm,  In  wisdom  hast  Thou 
24  ‘  made  them  all;  the  earth  is  full  of  Thy  riches.  Solomon 
Prov.  3,  also  received  the  same  from  God,  and  said,  The  Lord  by 
19‘  wisdom  hath  founded  the  earth;  and  John,  knowing  that 
John  l,  the  Word  was  the  Hand  and  the  Wisdom,  thus  preached,  In 
the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God, 
and  the  Word  was  God;  the  same  was  in  the  beginning 
with  God:  all  things  were  made  by  Him,  and  without  Him 
was  not  any  thing  made.  And  the  Apostle,  understanding 
that  the  Hand  and  the  Wisdom  and  the  Word  was  nothing  else 
Heb.  i,  than  the  Son,  says,  God,  who  at  sundry  times  and  in  divers 
2‘  manners  spake  in  time  past  unto  the  Fathers  by  the  Prophets, 
hath  in  these  last  days  spoken  unto  us  by  His  Son,  whom  He 
hath  appointed  Heir  of  all  things,  by  whom  also  He  made 
l  Cor. 8,  the  ages.  And  again,  There  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
G'  through  whom  are  all  things,  and  we  through  Him.  And 
knowing  also  that  the  Word,  the  Wisdom,  the  Son  was  the 
Image  Himself  of  the  Father,  He  says  in  the  Epistle  to  the 
Col.  l,  Colossians,  Giving  thanks  to  God  and  the  Father,  which 
12— 1<'  hath  made  us  meet  to  be  partakers  of  the  inheritance  of  the 
Saints  in  light,  who  hath  delivered  us  from  the  poiver  of 
darkness,  and  hath  translated  us  into  the  kingdom  of  His 
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imply  His  divinity. 

dearSon;  in  whom  we  hare  redemption',  even  the  remission  Chap. 
of  sins ;  who  is  the  Imaqe  of  the  Invisible  God ,  the  First-— — 

'  _  I  1 through 

born  of  every  creature;  for  by  Him  were  all  things  created,  His 
that  are  in  heaven,  and  that  are  in  earth,  visible  and  invi-bTl°°d't 
sible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  or  principalities, 
or  powers ;  all  things  were  created  by  Him  and  for  Him; 
and  He  is  before  all  things,  and  in  Him  all  things  consist. 

For  as  all  tilings  are  created  by  the  Word,  so,  because  He  is 
the  Image,  are  they  also  created  in  Himk.  And  thus  any  one 
who  directs  His  thoughts  to  the  Lord,  will  avoid  stumbling 
upon  the  stone  of  offence,  but  rather  will  go  forward  to  that 
brightness  which  is  reflected  from  the  light  of  truth ;  for  this 
is  really  the  doctrine  of  truth,  though  these  contentious  men 
burst  with  spite1,  neither  religious  towards  God,  nor  abashed 
at  then  confutation. 


k  vid.  a  beautiful  passage,  contr. 
Gent.  42.  &c.  Again,  of  men,  “  He 
made  them  after  His  own  image,  im¬ 
parting  to  them  of  the  power  of  His 
proper  Word,  that,  having  as  it  were 
certain  shadows  of  the  Word,  and  be¬ 
coming  rational,  Xey/xai,  they  might  be 
enabled  to  continue  in  blessedness.” 
Incarn.  3.  vid.  also  Orat.  ii.  78.  where 


he  speaks  of  Wisdom  as  being  infused 
into  the  world  on  its  creation,  that  it 
might  possess  “  a  type  and  semblance 
of  Its  Image.” 

1  and  so  Serap.  ii.  fin. 

^latyviyuvuvrat.  de  Syn.  34.  tiiecppvytvurif 
ixurouc.  Orat.  ii.  §.  23.  cnz^cnrira. 
ffxv  lauroug.  Orat.  ii.  64.  roi^iro  revs 
Siitras.  Sent.  D.  16. 


CHAP.  V. 

DEFENCE  OF  THE  COUNCIL’S  PHRASES,  “  FROM  THE  SUBSTANCE,” 
AND  “  ONE  IN  SUBSTANCE.” 

Objection  that  the  phrases  are  not  scriptural;  we  ought  to  look  at  the  sense 
more  than  the  wording ;  evasion  of  the  Eusebians  as  to  the  phrase  “  of 
God’'  which  is  in  Scripture;  their  evasion  of  all  explanations  but  those 
which  the  Council  selected;  which  were  intended  to  negative  the  Arian 
formulae ;  protest  against  their  conveying  any  material  sense. 

Nicen.  1.  Now  the  Eusebians  were  at  the  former  period  examined 
--])ef’  at  great  length,  and  convicted  -themselves,  as  I  said  before ; 
on  this  they  subscribed;  and  after  this  change  of  mind  they 
kept  in  quiet  and  retirement1”;  but  since  the  present  party,  in 
the  fresh  arrogance  of  irreligion,  and  in  dizziness  about  the 
truth,  are  full  set  upon  accusing  the  Council,  let  them  tell  us 
what  are  the  sort  of  Scriptures  from  wliich  they  have  learned, 

1  v.  sup.  or  who  is  the  Saint 1  by  which  they  have  been  taught,  that  they 

have  heaped  together  the  phrases,  “  out  of  nothing2,”  and  “  He 

2  ’4  was  not  before  His  generation,”  and  “  once  He  was  not,”  and 

°'TU'  “  alterable,”  and  “  pre-existence,”  and  “  at  the  will;”  which  are 

their  fables  in  mockery  of  the  Lord.  For  the  blessed  Paul  in 
Heb.  1 1,  his  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  says,  By  faith  we  understand  that 
the  ages  were  framed  by  the  Word  of  God ,  so  that  things 
which  are  seen  were  not  made  of  things  which  do  appear. 
But  nothing  is  common  to  the  Word  with  the  ages";  for  He  it 


m  After  the  Nicene  Council,  the 
Eusebians  did  not  dare  avow  their 
heresy  in  Constantine’s  lifetime,  hut 
merely  attempted  the  banishment  of 
Athanasius,  and  the  restoration  of 
Arius.  Their  first  Council  was  A.  D. 
341,  four  years  after  Constantine’s 
death. 

n  By  a"t»,  age,  seems  to  be  meant 
duration,  or  the  measure  of  duration,  be¬ 
fore  or  independent  of  the  existence  of 
motion,  which  is  the  measure  of  time. 
As  motion,  and  therefore  time,  are 
creatures,  so  are  the  ages.  Considered 
as  the  measure  of  duration,  an  age  has 


a  sort  of  positive  existence,  though  not 
an  elffict  or  substance,  and  means  the 
same  as  “  world,”  or  an  existing  system 
of  things  viewed  apart  from  time  and 
motion,  vid.  Theodor,  in  Hebr.  i.  2. 
Our  Lord  then  is  the  Maker  of  the  ages 
thus  considered,  as  the  Apostle  also  tells 
us,  Hebr.  11,3.  and  God  is  the  King  of 
the  ages,  1  Tim. 1,17.  or  is  before  all  ages, 
as  being  eternal,  or  How¬ 

ever,  sometimes  the  word  is  synonymous 
with  eternity ;  “  as  time  is  to  things 
which  are  under  time,  so  ages  to  things 
which  are  everlasting.”  Damasc.  Fid. 
Orth.  ii.  1.  and  “  ages  of  ages”  stands 
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The  Son  before  all  ayes ,  because  their  Creator. 

is  who  is  in  existence  before  the  ages,  by  whom  also  the  ages  Chap. 

came  to  be.  And  in  the  Shepherd1,  it  is  written,  (since  they  {  - ' _ 

allege  this  book  also,  though  it  is  not  of  the  Canon0,)  “  First  ii.i.vid! 
of  all  believe,  that  God  is  one,  who  created  all  things,  and adAfr-5, 
arranged  them,  and  brought  all  things  from  nothing  into 
being but  tliis  again  does  not  relate  to  the  Son,  for  it 
speaks  concerning  all  things  which  came  to  be  through  Him, 
from  whom  He  is  distinct ;  for  it  is  not  possible  to  reckon 
the  Framer  of  all  with  the  things  made  by  Him,  unless  a  man 
is  so  beside  himself  as  to  say  that  the  architect  also  is  the 
same  as  the  buildings  which  he  rears. 

2.  Why  then,  when  they  have  invented  on  their  part  unscrip- 
tural  phrases,  for  the  purposes  of  irreligion,  do  they  accuse 
those  who  are  religious  in  their  use  of  themp?  For  irre¬ 
ligiousness  is  utterly  forbidden,  though  it  be  attempted  to 


for  eternity;  and  then  the  “ages”  or 
measures  of  duration,  may  be  supposed 
to  stand  for  the  TStai  or  ideas  in  the 
Divine  Mind,  which  seems  to  have 
been  a  Platonic  or  Gnostic  notion. 
Hence  Synesius,  Hymn  iii.  addresses 
the  Almighty  as  alavoroxt,  parent  of  the 
ages.  Hence  sometimes  God  Himself 
is  called  the  Age,  Clem.  Alex  Hymn. 
P®d.  iii.  fin.  or,  the  Age  of  ages, 
Pseudo-Dion,  de  Div.  Nom.  5.  p.  580.  or 
again,  aldvios.  Theodoret  sums  up  what 
has  been  said  thus :  “  Age  is  not  any 
subsisting  substance,  but  is  an  interval 
indicat've  of  time,  now  infinite,  when 
God  is  spoken  of,  now  commensurate 
with  creation,  nowr  with  human  life.” 
Hter.  v.  6.  If  then,  as  Athan.  says  in 
the  text,  the  Word  is  Maker  of  the 
ages,  He  is  independent  of  duration  al¬ 
together;  He  does  not  come  to  be  in 
time,  but  is  above  and  beyond  it,  or 
eternal.  Elsewhere  he  says,  “  The 
words  addressed  to  the  Son  in  the  144th 
Psalm,  ‘  Thy  kingdom  is  a  kingdom  of 
all  ages,’  forbid  any  one  to  imagine 
any  interval  at  all  in  which  the  Word 
did  not  exist.  For  if  every  interval  is 
measured  by  ages,  and  of  all  the  ages 
the  Word  is  King  and  Maker,  there¬ 
fore,  whereas  no  interval  at  all  exists 
prior  to  Him,  it  were  madness  to  say, 

‘  There  was  once  when  the  Everlasting 
( uluiio ;)  was  not.’”  Orat.  i.  12.  And 
so  Alexander;  “  Is  it  not  unreasonable 
that  He  who  made  times,  and  ages,  and 
seasons,  to  all  of  which  belongs  ‘  w  as  not,’ 


should  be  said  not  to  be  ?  for,  if  so,  that 
interval  in  which  they  say  the  Son  was 
not  yet  begotten  by  the  Father,  pre¬ 
cedes  that  Wisdom  of  God  which  framed 
all  things.’  ”  Theod.  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  736. 
vid.  also  Basil,  de  Sp.  S.  n.  14.  Hilar, 
de  Trin.  xii.  34. 

0  And  so  in  Ep.  Fest.  fin.  he  enu¬ 
merates  it  with  Wisdom,  Ecclesiasticus, 
Esther,  Judith,  Tobit,  and  others,  “not 
canonized  but  appointed  by  the  Fathers 
to  be  read  by  late  converts  and  persons 
under  teaching.”  He  calls  it  elsewhere 
a  most  profitable  book  Incarn.  3. 

p  Athan.  here  retorts  the  charge 
brought  against  the  Council,  as  it  was 
obvious  to  do,  which  gave  occasion  for 
this  Treatise.  If  the  Council  went  be¬ 
yond  Scripture  in  the  use  of  the  word 
“substance,”  (which  however  can  hard¬ 
ly  be  granted,)  who  made  this  necessary, 
but  they  who  had  already  introduced 
the  phrases,  “  the  Son  was  out  of  no¬ 
thing,”  &c.  &c.?  “  Of  the  substance,” 
and  “  one  in  substance,”  were  directly 
intended  to  contradict  and  supplant  the 
Arian  unscriptural  innovations,  as  he 
says  below,  $.  20.  fin.21.init.  vid.  also  ad 
Afros.  6.  de  Synod.  §.  36,37.  He  observes 
in  like  manner  that  the  Arian  iyUnTof, 
though  allowable  as  used  by  religious 
men,  de  Syn.  §.  46.  was  unscriptural, 
Orat.  i.  §.  30,  34.  Also  Epiph.  Ha>r. 
76.  p.  941.  Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  i.  5. 
Hilar,  contr.  Const.  16.  Ambros.  In¬ 
carn.  80. 
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1  vid. 

P.  17. 
note  m. 


Nicen.  disguise  it  with  artful  expressions  and  plausible  sophisms ; 

- -  but  religiousness  is  confessed  by  all  to  be  lawful,  even  though 

presented  in  strange  phrases’,  provided  only  they  are  used 
with  a  religious  view,  and  a  wish  to  make  them  the  expression 
of  religious  thoughts.  Now  the  aforesaid  grovelling  phrases 
of  Clirist’s  enemies,  have  been  shewn  in  these  remarks  to  be 
both  formerly  and  now  replete  with  irreligion  ;  whereas  the 
definition  of  the  Council  against  them,  if  accurately  examined, 
will  be  found  to  be  altogether  a  representation  of  the  truth, 
and  especially  if  diligent  attention  be  paid  to  the  occasion 
which  gave  rise  to  these  expressions,  which  was  reasonable, 
and  was  as  follows  : — 

§•  19-  3.  The  Council2  wishing  to  negative  the  irreligious  phrases 

Aft\ '5!^  the  Arians,  and  to  use  instead  the  acknowledged  words  of 
the  Scriptures,  that  the  Son  is  not  from  nothing  but  from 
God,  and  is  Word,  and  Wisdom,  nor  creature  or  work,  but 
the  proper  offspring  from  the  Father,  the  party  of  Eusebius, 
out  of  their  inveterate  heterodoxy,  understood  the  phrase  from 
God  as  belonging  to  us,  as  if  in  respect  to  it  the  Word  of  God 

1  Cor. 8,  differed  nothing  from  us,  and  that  because  it  is  written,  There 

2  Cor. 5,  one  God,  from  whom  all  things;  and  again,  Old  things  are 
G-  passed  away,  behold,  all  things  are  new,  and  all  things  are 

from  God.  But  the  Fathers,  perceiving  their  craft  and  the 
cunning  of  their  irreligion,  were  forced  to  express  more  dis¬ 
tinctly  the  sense  of  the  words  from  God.  Accordingly,  they 
wrote  “from  the  substance  of  God q,”  in  order  ihaX.fr  om  God 


9  Hence  it  stands  in  the  Creed, 
“  from  the  Father,  that  is,  from  the 
substance  of  the  Father.”  vid.  Euse¬ 
bius’s  Letter,  infra.  According  to  the 
received  doctrine  of  the  Church  all  ra¬ 
tional  beings,  and  in  one  sense  all  beings 
whatever,  are  “  from  God,”  over  and 
above  the  fact  of  their  creation  ;  and  of 
this  truth  the  Eusebians  made  use  to 
deny  our  Lord’s  proper  divinity.  Athan. 
lays  down  elsewhere  that  nothing  re¬ 
mains  in  consistence  and  life,  except 
from  a  participation  of  the  Word,  which 
is  to  be  considered  a  gift  from  Him, 
additional  to  that  of  creation,  and  se¬ 
parable  in  idea  from  it.  vid.  above, 
note  k.  Thus  he  says  that  the  all- 
powerful  and  all-perfect,  Holy  Word 
of  the  Father,  pervading  all  things, 
and  developing  every  where  His  power, 


and  illuminating  all  things  visible 
and  invisible,  gathers  them  within 
Himself  and  knits  them  in  one,  leav¬ 
ing  nothing  destitute  of  His  power,  but 
quickening  and  preserving  all  things 
and  through  all,  and  each  by  itself,  and 
the  whole  altogether.”  contr.  Gent.  42. 
Again,  “  God  not  only  made  us  of  no¬ 
thing,  but  also  vouchsafed  to  us  a  life 
according  to  God,  and  by  the  grace  of 
the  Word.  But  men,  turning  from 
things  eternal  to  the  things  of  corrup¬ 
tion  at  the  devil’s  counsel,  have  brought 
on  themselves  the  corruption  of  death, 
who  were,  as  I  said,  by  nature  corrupted , 
but  by  the  grace  of  the  participation 
of  the  Word,  had  escaped  their  natural 
state,  had  they  remained  good.”  Incarn. 
5.  Man  thus  considered  is,  in  his 
first  estate  a  son  of  God  and  born  of 


Necessity  of  it,  to  explain  “  of  God." 
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might  not  be  considered  common  and  equal  in  the  Son  and  ("»ap. 

in  things  generate,  but  that  all  others  might  be  acknowledged - — 

as  creatures,  and  the  Word  alone  as  from  the  Father.  For 
though  all  things  be  said  to  be  from  God,  yet  this  is  not  in 
the  sense  in  which  the  Son  is  from  Flim ;  for  as  to  the  crea¬ 
tures,  “ofGocF  is  said  of  them  on  this  account,  in  that  they  exist 
not  at  random  or  spontaneously,  nor  come  to  be  by  chance  x, 1  vid.  de 
according  to  those  philosophers  who  refer  them  to  the  com-  ^'3^ 
bination  of  atoms,  and  to  elements  of  similar  structure, — nor  as 
certain  heretics  speak  of  a  distinct  Framer, — nor  as  others  again 
say  that  the  constitution  of  all  things  is  from  certain  Angels ; — 
but  in  that,  whereas  God  is,  it  was  by  Him  that  all  things  were 
brought  into  being,  not  being  before,  through  His  Word,  but 
as  to  the  Word,  since  He  is  not  a  creature,  He  alone  is  both 
called  and  is from  the  Father ;  and  it  is  significant  of  this  sense 
to  say  that  the  Son  is  “  from  the  substance  of  the  Father,”  for  to 
no  creature  does  this  attach.  In  truth,  when  Paul  says  that 
all  things  are  from  God,  he  immediately  adds,  and  one  Lord  1  Cor.8, 
Jesus  Christ,  through  whom  all  things,  bv  way  of  shewing6’ 
all  men,  that  the  Son  is  other  than  all  these  things  which 
came  to  be  from  God,  (for  the  things  which  came  to  be  from 
God,  came  to  be  through  His  Son  ;)  and  that  he  had  used  his 
foregoing  words  with  reference  to  the  world  as  framed  by  God r, 


God,  or,  to  use  the  term  which  occurs 
so  frequently  in  the  Arian  controversy, 
in  the  number,  not  only  of  the  creatures, 
but  of  things  generate,  ytrrird.  This 
was  the  sense  in  which  the  Arians  said 
that  our  Lord  was  Son  of  God ;  where¬ 
as,  as  Athan.  says,  “  things  generate, 
being  works,  cannot  be  called  generate, 
except  so  far  as,  after  their  mating, 
they  partake  of  the  begotten  Son,  and 
are  therefore  said  to  have  been  gene¬ 
rated  also ;  not  at  all  in  their  own  na¬ 
ture,  but  because  of  their  participation 
of  the  Son  in  the  Spirit.”  Orat.  i.  56. 
The  question  then  was,  as  to  the  dis¬ 
tinction  of  the  Son's  divine  generation 
over  that  of  holy  men  ;  and  the  Catho¬ 
lics  answered  that  He  was  i|  nutrias, 
from  the  substance  of  God  ;  not  by  par¬ 
ticipation  of  grace,  not  by  resemblance, 
not  in  a  limited  sense,  hut  really  and 
simply,  and  therefore  by  an  internal 
divine  act.  vid.  below,  §.  22.  and  infr. 
§.  31.  note  k. 

r  When  characteristic  attributes  and 
prerogatives  are  ascribed  to  God,  or  to 


the  Father,  this  is  done  only  to  the 
exclusion  of  creatures,  or  of  false  gods, 
not  to  the  exclusion  of  His  Son  who  is 
implied  in  the  mention  of  Himself. 
Thus  when  God  is  called  only  wise,  or 
the  Father  the  only  God,  or  God  is  said 
to  be  ingenerate,  ayivnms,  this  is  notin 
contrast  to  the  Son,  but  to  all  things 
which  are  distinct  from  God.  vid. 
Athan.  Orat.  iii.  8.  Naz.  Orat.  30,  13. 
Cyril.  Thesaur.  p.  142.  “  The  words 

‘  one’  and  ‘  only’  ascribed  to  God  in 
Scripture,”  says  S.  Basil,  “  are  notused 
in  contrast  to  the  Son  or  the  Holy  Spirit, 
but  with  reference  to  those  who  are  not 
God,  and  falsely  called  so.”  Ep.  8.  n.  3. 
On  the  other  hand,  when  the  Father  is 
mentioned,  the  other  Divine  Persons 
are  implied  in  Him,  “  The  Blessed  and 
Holy  Trinity,”  says  S.  Athan.  “  is  indi¬ 
visible  and  one  in  itself;  and  when  the 
Father  is  mentioned,  His  Word  is  add¬ 
ed,  and  the  Spirit  in  the  Son  ;  and  if 
the  Son  is  named,  in  the  Son  is  the  Fa¬ 
ther,  and  the  Spirit  is  not  external  to 
the  Word.”  ad  Serap.  i.  14. 


D 


34  History  of  the  Nicene  Synod  “  One  in  substance." 


NicEN.and  not  us  if  all  things  were  from  the  Father  as  the  Son  is. 
1>EF-  'pnr  neither  are  other  things  as  the  Son,  nor  is  the  Word  one 
among  others,  for  He  is  Lord  and  Framer  of  all ;  and  on  this 
account  did  the  Holy  Council  declare  expressly  that  He  was 
of  the  substance’  of  the  Father,  that  we  might  believe  the 
Word  to  be  other  than  the  nature  of  things  generate,  being 
alone  truly  from  God;  and  that  no  subterfuge  should  be  left 
open  to  the  irreligious.  This  then  was  the  reason  why  the 
Council  wrote  “  of  the  substance.” 

20.  4.  Again,  when  the  Bishops  said  that  the  Word  must  be 

described  as  the  True  Power  and  Image  of  the  Father,  like 
to  the  Father  in  all  things  and  unvarying1,  and  as  unalterable, 
■kt-ktom  an(j  as  always,  and  as  in  Him  without  division ;  (for  never 
was  the  Word  not,  but  He  was  always,  existing  everlastingly 
with  the  Father,  as  the  radiance  of  light,)  the  party  of  Euse¬ 
bius  endured  indeed,  as  not  daring  to  contradict,  being  put 
to  shame  by  the  arguments  which  were  urged  against  them; 
but  withal  they  were  caught  whispering  to  each  other  and 
winking  with  their  eyes,  that  “  like,”  and  “  always,”  and 
“  power,”  and  “  in  Him,”  were,  as  before,  common  to  us  and 
the  Son,  and  that  it  was  no  difficulty  to  agree  to  these.  As 
l  Cor.  to  “  like,”  they  said  that  it  is  written  of  us,  Man  is  the  image 
2 Cor  4  and  glory  of  God;  “always,”  that  it  was  written,  For  we 
H-  ^  which  live  are  alway ;  “  in  Him,”  In  Him  we  live  and 
28  '  ‘  move  and  have  our  being;  “unalterable,”  that  it  is  written, 
Kom.  8.  Nothing  shall  separate  us  from  the  love  of  Christ;  as  to 
'shall  “  Power!”  that  the  caterpillar  and  the  locust  are  called 
separate  power,  and  great  power ,  and  that  it  is  often  said  of  the 
25.  ’  people,  for  instance,  All  the  power  of  the  Lord  came  out  of 

Ex.  12,  fjte  l a ad  of  Egypt ;  and  others  are  heavenly  powers,  for 
Ps  46,8.  Scripture  says,  The  Lord  of  powers  is  with  us,  the  God 


5  Vid.  also  ad  Afros.  4.  Again,  “  ‘  I 
am,’  to  or,  is  really  proper  to  God  and 
is  a  whole,  bounded  or  mutilated  neither 
by  aught  before  Him,  nor  after  Him, 
for  He  neither  was,  nor  shall  he.”  N az. 
Orat.  30.  18  fin.  Also  Cyril  Dial.  i. 
p.  392.  Damasc.  Fid.  Orth.  i.  9.  and 
ihe  Semiarians  at  Ancyra,  Epiph.  Hser. 
73.  12  init.  By  the  “  essence,”  how¬ 
ever,  or  “  substance”  of  God,  the  Council 
did  not  mean  any  thing  distinct  from  God, 
vid.  note  a,  infr.  but  God  Himself  viewed 


in  His  self-existing  nature,  (rid.  Tert. 
in  Hermog.  3.)  nay,  it  expressly  meant 
to  negative  the  contrary  notion  of  the 
Arians,  that  our  Lord  was  from  some¬ 
thing  distinct  from  God,  and  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  created  substance.  Moreover 
the  term  expresses  the  idea  of  God 
positively ,  in  contradistinction  to  nega¬ 
tive  epithets,  such  as  infinite,  immense, 
eternal.  &c.  Damasc.  Fid.  Orthod.  i.  4. 
and  as  little  implies  any  thing  distinct 
from  God  as  those  epithets  do. 


Necessity  of  it  to  explain  “  Image  of  God." 
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of  Jacob  is  our  refuge.  Indeed  Asterius,  by  title  the  sophist, 
had  said  the  like  in  writing,  having  taken  it  from  them,  and 
before  Him  Arius1  having  taken  it  also,  as  has  been  said.  But 
the  Bishops,  discerning  in  this  too  their  simulation,  and 
whereas  it  is  written,  Deceit  is  in  the  heart  of  the  irreligious 
that  imagine  evil,  were  again  compelled  on  their  part  to 
concentrate  the  sense  of  the  Scriptures,  and  to  re-say  and 
re-write  what  they  had  said  before,  more  distinctly  still, 
namely,  that  the  Son  is  “  one  in  substance1”  with  the  Father; 
by  way  of  signifying  that  the  Son  was  from  the  Father,  and 
not  merely  like,  but  is  the  same  in  likeness",  and  of  shewing 
that  the  Son’s  likeness  and  unalterableness  was  different  from 
such  copy  of  the  same  as  is  ascribed  to  us,  which  we  acquire 
from  virtue  on  the  ground  of  observance  of  the  command¬ 
ments. 

5.  For  bodies  which  are  like  each  other,  may  be  separated  and 
become  at  distances  from  each  other,  as  are  human  sons  rela¬ 
tively  to  their  parents,  (as  it  is  written  concerning  Adam  and 
Seth,  who  was  begotten  of  him,  that  he  was  like  him  after  Iris 
own  pattern ;)  but  since  the  generation  of  the  Son  from  the 


Chap. 

V. 

1  vid. 
supr.  p. 

1 3.ref.2. 
Prov. 

12,  20. 


Gen.  5, 
3. 


'  vid.  ad  Afros.  5.  6.  ad  Serap.  ii.  5. 
S.  Ambrose  tells  us,  that  a  Letter 
written  by  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  in 
which  he  said,  “  If  we  call  Him  true 
Son  of  the  Father  and  uncreate,  then 
are  we  granting  that  He  is  one  in  sub¬ 
stance,  ipooietti, "determined  the  Coun¬ 
cil  on  the  adoption  of  the  term,  de  Fid. 
iii.n.  125.  Hebaddisclaimed“ofthesub- 
stance,”in  his  Letter  to  Paulinus.Theod. 
Hist.  i.  4.  Arius,  however,  had  dis¬ 
claimed  ifittviriot  already.  Epiph.  Hcer. 
69.  7.  It  was  a  word  of  old  usage  in 
the  Church,  as  Eusebius  of  Cmsarea  con¬ 
fesses  in  his  Letter,  infr.  Tertullian  in 
Prax.  13.  fin.  has  the  translation  “  unius 
substantize,”  (vid.  Lucifer  de  non  Parc, 
p.  21 8.)  as  he  has  “  de  substantia  Patris,” 
in  Prax.  4.  and  Origen  perhaps  used  the 
word,  vid.  Pamph.  Apol.  5.  and  Theo- 
gnostus  and  the  two  Dionysius’s,  infra, 
§.26.  26.  And  before  them  Clement  had 
Spoken  of  the  'itufftf  rri;  fiovabixtif  elffius, 
“  the  union  of  the  single  substance,” 
vid.  Le  Quien  in  Damasc.  Fid.  Orth, 
i.  8.  Novatian  too  has  “  per  substan¬ 
tiae  communionem,”  de  Trinit.  31. 

u  The  Eusebians  allowed  that  our 
Lord  was  like  and  the  image  of  the  Fa¬ 


ther,  but  in  the  sense  in  which  a  picture 
is  like  the  original,  differing  from  it  in 
substance  and  in  fact.  In  this  sense 
they  even  allowed  the  strong  word 
a.vaoiX\a.x.To;  unvarying  image,  vid.  be¬ 
ginning  of  §.  20.  which  had  been  used 
by  the  Catholics,  (vid.  Alexander,  ap. 
Theod.  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  740.)  as  by  tbe 
Semiarians  afterwards,  who  even  added 
the  words  *«r  ominv.  or  “  according  to 
substance.”  Even  this  strong  phrase, 
however,  x.ar  ovffiav  aTaoaXXaxre;  ti- 
kuv,  or  arra^aXXaxru;  oyotot,  did  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  the  Council  an  adequate  safe¬ 
guard  of  the  doctrine.  Athan.  notices 
de  Syn.  that  “  like”  applies  to  qualities 
rather  than  to  substance,  §.  53.  Also 
Basil.  Ep. 8.D.3.  “while in  itself,” says 
the  same  Father,  “  it  is  frequently  U8-d 
of  faint  similitudes,  and  falling  very  far 
short  of  the  original.”  Ep.  9.  n.  3.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Council  determined  on  the 
word  i/iioune*  as  implying,  as  the  text 
expresses  it,  “  the  same  in  likeness,” 
rcturof  rn  tyzmuau,  that  the  likeuess 
might  not  be  analogical,  vid.  the  pas¬ 
sage  about  gold  and  brass,  p.  40.  below. 
Cyril,  in  Joan.  1.  v.  p.  302. 


D  2 


3t>  Those, who  do  not  reject  the  Counc  IF  a  sense,  will  not  its  words. 

jS’icen.  Father  is  not  according  to  the  nature  of  men,  and  not  only 
PeF-  like,  but  also  inseparable  from  the  substance  of  the  Father, 
and  He  and  the  Father  are  one,  as  He  has  said  Himself,  and 
the  Word  is  ever  in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  the  Word, 
as  the  radiance  stands  towards  the  light,  (for  this  the  phrase 
itself  indicates,)  therefore  the  Council,  as  understanding 
this,  suitably  wrote  “  one  in  substance,”  that  they  might  both 
defeat  the  perverseness  of  the  heretics,  and  shew  that  the 
Word  was  other  than  generated  things.  For,  after  thus 
writing,  they  at  once  added,  “  But  they  who  say  that  the 
Son  of  God  is  from  nothing,  or  created,  or  alterable,  or  a 
work,  or  from  other  substance,  these  the  Ilol}'  Catholic 
1  vid.  Chinch  anathematizes  And  in  saying  this,  they  shewed 
Letter  *  clearly  that  “  of  the  substance,”  and  “  one  in  substance,”  do 
negative2  those  syllables  of  irreligion,  such  as  “  created,” 
31! not.  and  “  work,”  and  “  generated,”  and  “  alterable,”  and  “  He 
P-  was  not  before  His  generation.”  And  he  who  holds  these, 
contradicts  the  Council ;  but  he  who  does  not  hold  with 
Arius,  must  needs  hold  and  comprehend  the  decisions  of  the 
Council,  suitably  regarding  them  to  signify  the  relation  of  the 
radiance  to  the  light,  and  from  thence  gaining  the  illustration 
of  the  truth. 

21.  6.  Therefore  if  they,  as  the  others,  make  an  excuse  that  the 

terms  are  strange,  let  them  consider  the  sense  in  which  the 
Council  so  wrote,  and  anathematize  what  the  Council  ana¬ 
thematized  ;  and  then,  if  they  can,  let  them  find  fault  with 
the  expressions.  But  I  well  know  that,  if  they  hold  the 
sense  of  the  Council,  they  will  fully  accept  the  terms  in  which 
5  vid.  p.  it  is  conveyed ;  whereas  if  it  be  the  sense3  which  they  wish  to 
m.'  complain  of,  all  must  see  that  it  is  idle  in  them  to  discuss  the 
wording,  when  they  are  but  seeking  handles  for  irreligion. 

7.  This  then  was  the  reason  of  these  expressions;  but  if 
they  still  complain  that  such  are  not  scriptural,  that  very  com¬ 
plaint  is  a  reason  why  they  should  be  cast  out,  as  talking  idly 
and  disordered  in  mind ;  and  next  why  they  should  blame 
themselves  in  this  matter,  for  they  set  the  example,  beginning 
their  war  against  God  with  words  not  in  Scripture.  However, 
if  a  person  is  interested  in  the  question,  let  him  know,  that,  even 
if  the  expressions  are  not  in  so  many  words  in  the  Scriptures, 
yet,  as  was  said  before,  they  contain  the  sense  of  the  Scriptures, 


37 


Its  sense  in  Scripture,  if  not  its  words. 

and  expressing  it,  they  convey  it  to  those  who  have  their  Chap. 
hearing  unimpaired  for  religious  doctrine.  Now  this  circum-  — — — 
stance  it  is  for  thee  to  consider,  and  for  those  illinstructed  men 
to  learn.  It  has  been  shewn  above,  and  must  be  believed  as 
true,  that  the  Word  is  from  the  Father,  and  the  only  Offspring* 
proper  to  Him  and  natural.  For  whence  may  one  conceive 
the  Son  to  be,  who  is  the  Wisdom  and  the  Word,  in  whom  all 
things  came  to  be,  but  from  God  Himself?  However,  the 
Scriptures  also  teach  us  this,  since  the  Father  says  by  David, 

My  heart  was  bursting  o  f  a  good  Word,  and,  From  the  womb  Ps.45,1. 
before  the  morning  star  I  begat  Thee;  and  the  Son  signifies  3.""  ’ 

to  the  Jews  about  Himself,  If  God  were  your  Father,  ye  John  8, 
would  lore  Me ;  for  I  proceeded  forth  from  the  Father.  4“‘ 
And  again ;  Not  that  any  one  has  seen  the  Father,  save  He  John  6, 
which  is  from  God,  He  hath  seen  the  Father.  And  more¬ 
over,  1  and  Mu  Father  are  one,  and,  I  in  the  Father  and  Johnio, 

J  t  7  *  7  30, 

the  Father  in  Me,  is  equivalent  with  saying,  “  I  am  from  the  j0iini4 
Father,  and  inseparable  from  Him.”  And  John,  in  saying,10- 
The  Only-begotten  Son,  which  is  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  John  1, 
He  hath  declared  Him,  spoke  of  what  he  had  learned  from18' 
the  Saviour.  Besides,  what  else  does  in  the  bosom  intimate, 
but  the  Son’s  genuine  generation  from  the  Father  ? 

8.  If  then  any  man  conceives  as  if  God  were  compound,  so  §.  2*2. 
as  to  have  accidents  in  His  substance*,  or  any  external 


x  yiwriftx,  offspring;  this  word  is  of 
very  frequent  occurrence  in  Athan.  He 
speaks  of  it,  Orat.  iv.  3.  as  virtually 
Scriptural.  “  If  any  one  declines  to 
say  ‘  offspring,’  and  only  says  that  the 
Word  exists  with  God, let  such  a  one  fear 
lest,  declining  an  expression  of  Scripture 
(< r«  ktyounet)  he  fall  into  extrava¬ 
gance,  &c.”  Yet  Basil,  contr.  Eunom. 
ii.  6 — 8.  explicitly  disavows  the  word, 
as  an  unscriptural  invention  of  Euno- 
naius.  “  That  the  Father  begat  we  are 
taught  in  many  places :  that  the  Son  is 
an  offspring  we  never  heard  up  to  this 
day,  for  Seri  iture  says, 1  unto  us  a  child 
is  born,  unto  us  a  son  is  given.’  ”  c.  7. 
He  goes  on  to  say  that  “  it  is  fearful  to 
give  Him  names  of  our  own,  to  whom 
God  has  given  a  name  which  is  above 
every  name andobservesthatoffspring 
is  not  the  word  which  even  ahuman  father 
would  apply  to  his  son,  as  for  instance 
we  read,  “  Child,  go  into  the 


vineyard,”  and  “  Who  art  thou,  my 
son  ?”  moreover  that  fruits  of  the  earth 
are  called  offspring,  (“I  will  not  drink  of 
the  offspring  of  this  vine,”)  rarely  ani¬ 
mated  things,  except  indeed  in  such 
instances  as,  “  O  generation  (offspring) 
of  vipers.”  Nyssen  defends  hisbrother, 
contr.  Eunom.  Orat.  iii.  p.  105.  In  the 
Arian  formula  “  an  offspring,  but  not 
as  one  of  the  offsprings ,”  it  is  synony¬ 
mous  with  “  work”  or  “  creature.” 
On  the  other  hand  Epiphanius  uses 
it,  e.  g.  Hmr.  76.  n.  8.  and  Naz.  Orat. 
29.  n.  2.  Eusebius,  Demonstr.  Ev.  iv. 
2.  Pseudo-Basil,  adv.  Eunom.  iv.  p.  280. 
fin . 

y  vuu.fiitinx.il.  And  so  elsewhere,  w  hen 
resistingthe  Arian  and  Sabellian  notion 
that  the  wisdom  of  God  is  only  a  quality  in 
the  Divine  nature,  “In  that  case  God  will 
be  compounded  of  substance  and  quality ; 
for  every  quality  is  in  the  substance. 
And  at  this  rate,  whereas  the  Divine 


Nicen. 

Def. 


1  vrto)  cto 

TOt 


Ex.  3, 
14.  15. 


38  To  speak  of  God's  substance  is  to  speak  of  God. 

envelopement1,  and  to  be  encompassed,  or  as  if  there  is  aught 
about  Him  which  completes  the  substance,  so  that  when  we 
sav  “  God,”  or  name  “  Father,”  we  do  not  signify  the  invisible 
and  incomprehensible  substance,  but  something  about  it, 
then  let  them  complain  of  the  Council’s  stating  that  the  Son 
was  from  the  substance  of  God  ;  but  let  them  reflect,  that  in 
thus  considering  they  commit  two  blasphemies;  for  they 
make  God  material,  and  they  falsely  say  that  the  Lord  is  not 
Son  of  the  very  Father,  but  of  what  is  about  Him1.  But  if 
God  be  simple,  as  He  is,  it  follows  that  in  saying  “  God” 
and  naming  “  Father,”  we  name  nothing  as  if  about 
Him,  but  signify  His  substance  itself.  For  though  to 
comprehend  what  the  substance  of  God  is  be  impossible, 
yet  if  we  only  understand  that  God  is,  and  if  Scripture 
indicates  Him  by  means  of  these  titles,  we,  with  the  intention 
of  indicating  Him  and  none  else,  call  Him  God  and  Father 
and  Lord.  When  then  He  says,  I  am  that  I  am,  and  I  am 
the  Lord  God,  or  when  Scripture  says,  God,  we  understand 
nothing  else  by  it  but  the  intimation  of  His  incomprehensible 
substance  Itself,  and  that  He  Is,  who  is  spoken  of*.  Therefore 


Unity  (/itvas)  is  indivisible,  it  will  be 
considered  compound,  being  separated 
into  substance  and  accident.”  Orat. 
iv.  2.  vid.  also  Orat.  i.  36.  This  is 
the  common  doctrine  of  the  Fathers. 
Athenagoras,  however,  speaks  of  God’s 
goodness  as  an  accident,  “  as  colour  to 
the  body,”  “  as  flame  is  ruddy  and  the 
sky  blue,”  Legat.  24.  This,  however,  is 
but  a  verbal  difference,  for  shortly  before 
he  speaks  of  His  being,  to  otrcos  ot,  and 
His  unity  of  nature,  to  /uotofiA; .  as  in  the 
number  of  I  Ttcruu-fi’G o x r,rx  alrZ.  Eu¬ 
sebius  uses  the  word  ev/xliifitixo;  in  the 
same  way,  Demonstr.  EvaDg.  iv.  3. 
And  hence  St.  Cyril,  in  controversy 
with  the  Arians,  is  led  by  the  course  of 
their  objections  to  observe,  “  There  are 
cogent  reasons  for  considering  these 
things  as  accidents  ev(cfiifir,xoTx  in  God, 
though  they  be  not.”  Thesaur.  p.  263. 
vid.  the  following  note. 

z  vioifioXb,  and  so  de  Synod.  §.  34. 
which  is  very  much  the  same  passage. 
Some  F athers,  however,  seem  to  say  the 
reverse.  E.  g.  Nazianzen  says  that 
“  neither  the  immateriality  of  God  nor 
ingenerateness,  present  to  us  His  sub¬ 
stance.”  Orat.  28.9.  And  St.  Augustine, 
arguing  on  the  word  ingenitus,  says. 


that  “  not  every  thing  which  is  said  to 
be  i  n  God  i  s  said  according  to  substance.’  ’ 
de  Trin.v.6.  Andhence,  while  Athan.in 
the  text  denies  that  there  are  qualities 
or  the  like  belonging  to  Him,  ortfi  xlrit, 
it  is  still  common  in  the  Fathers  to 
speak  of  qualities,  as  in  the  passage  of 
S.  Gregory  just  cited,  in  which  the 
words  (T£fl  hot  occur.  There  is  no  dif¬ 
ficulty  in  reconciling  these  statements, 
though  it  would  require  more  words 
than  could  be  given  to  it  here.  Petavius 
has  treated  the  subject  fully  in  his  work 
de  Deo  i  7 — 11.  and  especially  ii.  3. 
When  the  Fathers  say  that  there  is  no 
difference  between  the  divine  ‘  propri- 
etates’  and  essence,  they  speak  of  the 
fact,  considering  the  Almighty  as  He 
is  ;  when  they  affirm  a  difference,  they 
speak  of  Him  as  contemplated  by  us, 
who  are  unable  to  grasp  the  idea  of  Him 
as  one  and  simple,  but  view  His  Divine 
N  ature  as  if  in  projection ,  (if  such  a  word 
may  be  used,)  and  thus  divided  into 
substance  and  quality  as  man  may  be 
divided  into  genus  and  difference. 

a  In  like  manner  de  Synod.  §.  34. 
Also  Basil,  “  The  substance  is  not  any 
one  of  things  which  do  not  attach,  but  is 
the  very  being  of  God.”  contr.  Eunom. 


“  Of  the  substance ”  only  brings  out  the  meaning  of  “  »SVw.”  39 


let  no  one  be  startled  on  hearing  that  the  Son  of  God  is  from  Chap. 
the  substance  of  the  Father ;  rather  let  him  accept  the  -  V’— 
explanation  of  the  Fathers,  who  in  more  explicit  hut  equiva¬ 
lent  language  have  for  from  God  written  “  of  the  sub¬ 
stance.”  For  they  considered  it  the  same  thing  to  say  that 
the  Word  was  of  God  and  “  of  the  substance  of  God,”  since 
the  word  “  God,”  as  I  have  already  said,  signifies  nothing 
but  the  substance  of  Him  Who  Is.  If  then  the  Word  is  not 
in  such  sense  from  God,  as  to  be  Son,  genuine  and  natural, 
from  the  Father,  but  only  as  creatures  because  they  are 
framed,  and  as  all  things  are  from  God ,  then  neither  is  He 
from  the  substance  of  the  Father,  nor  is  the  Son  again  Son 
according  to  substance,  but  in  consequence  of  virtue,  as  we 
who  are  called  sons  by  grace.  But  if  He  only  is  from  God, 
as  a  genuine  Son,  as  He  is,  then  let  the  Son,  as  is  reasonable, 
be  called  from  the  substance  of  God. 

9.  Again,  the  illustration  of  the  Light  and  the  Radiance  has  23. 
this  meaning.  For  the  Saints  have  not  said  that  the  Word 
was  related  to  God  as  fire  kindled  from  the  heat  of  the  sun, 
which  is  commonly  put  out  again,  for  this  is  an  external 
work  and  a  creature  of  its  author,  but  they  all  preach  of  Him  as 
Radianceb,  thereby  to  signify  His  being  from  the  substance, 
proper  and1  indivisible,  and  His  oneness  with  the  Father. 

This  also  will  secure  His  true2  uualterableness  and  immuta-  T”.  „ 

**  a- 

bility ;  for  how  can  these  be  His,  unless  He  be  proper  «?**-»■« 

feat  u.'ta.X- 

\0ICOT0f 


i.  10  fin.  “  The  nature  of  God  is  no 
other  than  Himself,  for  He  is  simple 
and  uncompounded.”  Cyril  Thesaur. 
p.  59.  “  When  we  say  the  power  of 

the  Father,  we  say  nothing  else  than 
the  substance  of  the  Father.”  August, 
de  Trin.  vii.  6.  And  so  Numenius  in 
Eusebius,  “  Let  no  one  deride,  if  I  say 
that  the  name  of  the  Immaterial  is  sub¬ 
stance  and  being.”  Prtep.  Evang.  xi. 
10. 

b  Athan.’s  ordinary  illustration  is,  as 
here,  not  from  “  fire,”  but  from  “  ra¬ 
diance,”  ixauyaTfia,  after  St.  Paul 
and  the  Author  of  the  Book  of  Wisdom, 
meaning  by  radiance  the  light  which  a 
light  diffuses  by  means  of  the  atmo¬ 
sphere.  On  the  other  hand  Arius  in 
his  letter  to  Alexander,  Epiph.  Hicr. 
09.  7.  speaks  against  the  doctrine  of 
Hieracas  that  the  Son  was  from  the 


Father  as  a  light  from  a  light  or  as 
a  lamp  divided  into  two,  which  after 
all  was  Arian  doctrine.  Athanasius 
refers  to  fire,  Orat.  iv.  §.  2  and  10.  but 
still  to  fire  and  its  radiance.  However, 
we  find  the  illustration  of  fire  from  fire, 
Justin.  Tryph.  61.  Tatian  contr.  Grsec. 
5.  At  this  early  day  the  illustration  of 
radiance  mighthave  a  Sabellian  bearing, 
as  that  of  fire  in  Athan.’s  had  an  Arian. 
Hence  Justin  protests  against  those 
whoconsideredthe  Son  as  “like  the  sun’s 
light  in  the  heaven,”  which  “  when  it 
sets,  goes  away  with  it,”  whereas  it  is 
as  “  fire  kindled  from  fire.”  Tryph.  128. 
Athenagoras, however, like  Athanasius, 
says  “  as  light  from  fire,”  using  also 
the  word  effluence:  vid.  also 

Orig.  Periarch.  i.  2.n.  4.  Tertull.  Ap. 
21.  Theognostus  infr.  §.  25. 


40  “  One  in  an  balance"  but  brini/s  out  the  mean  ini/  of  “  Image. 


Nicen. Offspring  of  the  Father’s  substance?  for  this  too  must  be 
|-L>EF]  taken  to  confirm  1 1  is  1  identity  with  His  own  Father. 

10.  Our  explanation  then  having  so  religious  an  aspect, 
Christ’s  enemies  should  not  be  startled  at  the  “  One  in 
substance”  either,  since  this  term  also  admits  of  being  soundly 
expounded  and  defended.  Indeed,  if  we  say  that  the 
Word  is  from  the  substance  of  God,  (for  after  what  has  been 
said  this  must  be  a  phrase  admitted  by  them,)  what  does  this 
mean  but  the  truth  and  eternity  of  the  substance  from  which 
He  is  begotten  ?  for  it  is  not  different  in  kind,  lest  it  be 
combined  with  the  substance  of  God,  as  something  foreign 
and  unlike  it.  Xor  is  He  like  only  outwardly,  lest  He 
seem  in  some  respect  or  wholly  to  be  other  in  substance,  as 
brass  shines  like  gold  and  silver  like  tin.  For  these  are  foreign 
and  of  other  nature,  and  are  separated  off  from  each  other  in 
nature  and  qualities,  nor  is  brass  proper  to  gold,  nor  is  the 

2  vid.  de  pigeon  bom  from  the  dove2  ;  but  though  they  are  considered 
4 LHvp.  like,  yet  they  differ  in  substance.  If  then  it  be  thus  with  the 
Mel.  et  Son,  let  Him  be  a  creature  as  we  are,  and  not  One  in  sub- 

Euseb.  / 

stance;  but  if  the  Son  is  Word,  Wisdom,  Image  of  the  Father, 
Radiance,  He  must  in  all  reason  be  One  in  substance.  For 
3»;  >-e.  unless-’  it  be  proved  that  He  is  not  from  God,  but  an  instru¬ 
ment4  different  in  nature  and  different  in  substance,  surely 
the  Council  was  sound  in  its  doctrine  and  apposite  in  its 
decree0. 

11.  Further,  let  every  coiporeal  thought  be  banished  on  this 
subject ;  and  transcending  every  imagination  of  sense,  let  us, 
with  the  pure  understanding  and  with  mind  alone,  apprehend 

5  ytxffin  the  Son’s  genuine5  relation  towards  the  Father,  and  the  Word’s 
proper6  relation  towards  God,  and  the  unvarying7  likeness 
of  the  radiance  towards  the  light :  for  as  the  words  “  Offspring” 
and  “  Son”  bear,  and  are  meant  to  bear,  no  human  sense,  but 
one  suitable  to  God,  in  like  manner  when  we  hear  the  phrase 
“  one  in  substance,”  let  us  not  fall  upon  human  senses,  and 
imagine  partitions  and  divisions  of  the  Godhead,  but  as 
having  our  thoughts  directed  to  things  immaterial,  let  us 


4  o^yu.v, 


$ .  24. 
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c  As  “  of  the  substance”  declared  “  likeness,”  even  “  like  in  substance” 
that  our  Lord  was  nncreate ,  so  “  one  answering  for  this  purpose,  for  such 
in  substance”  declared  that  He  wascyrra/  phrases  might  all  be  understood  of  rc- 
with  the  Father  ;  no  term  derived  from  semblance  or  representation,  vid.  note  t. 


The  Son  Hie  one  Mediator  between  the  Father  and  creation.  41 

preserve  undivided  the  oneness  of  nature  and  the  identity  Chap. 

of  light ;  for  this  is  proper  to  the  Son  as  regards  the  Father, - 1 — 

and  in  this  is  shewn  that  God  is  truly  Father  of  the  Word. 

Flere  again,  the  illustration  of  light  and  its  radiance  is 
in  pointJ.  Who  will  presume  to  say  that  the  radiance 
is  unlike  and  foreign  from  the  sun  ?  rather  who,  thus  con¬ 
sidering  the  radiance  relatively  to  the  sun,  and  the  identity 
of  the  light,  would  not  say  with  confidence,  “  Truly  the  light 
and  the  radiance  are  one,  and  the  one  is  manifested  in  the 
other,  and  the  radiance  is  in  the  sun,  so  that  whoso  sees  this, 
sees  that  also  ?”  but  such  a  oneness  and  natural  possession1, 1 
what  should  it  be  named  by  those  who  believe  and  see  arigbt, 
but  Offspring  one  in  substance  ?  and  God’s  Offspring  what 
should  we  fittingly  and  suitably  consider,  but  the  Word,  and 
Wisdom,  and  Power  ?  which  it  were  a  sin  to  say  was  foreign 
from  the  Father,  or  a  crime  even  to  imagine  as  other  than 
with  Him  everlastingly. 

12.  For  by  this  Offspring  the  Father  made  all  things,  and 
extending  His  Providence  unto  all  things,  by  Him  He 
exercises  His  love  to  man,  and  thus  He  and  the  Father 
are  one,  as  has  been  said ;  unless  indeed  these  perverse  men 
make  a  fresh  attempt,  and  say  that  the  substance  of  the  Word 
is  not  the  same  as  the  Light  which  is  in  Him  from  the 
Father,  as  if  the  Light  in  the  Son  were  one  with  the  Father, 
but  He  Himself  foreign  in  substance  as  being  a  creature.  Yet 
this  is  simply  the  belief  of  Caiaphas  and  Samosatene,  which  the 
Church  cast  out,  but  they  now  are  disguising;  and  by  this 
they  fell  from  the  truth,  and  were  declared  to  be  heretics.  For 
if  He  partakes  in  fulness  the  light  from  the  Father,  why  is 
He  not  rather  that  which  others  partake2,  that  there  be  no'Jvid.  p. 

a  j  ^  not© 

medium  introduced  between  Himself  and  the  Father?  Other- c.‘ 
wise,  it  is  no  longer  clear  that  all  things  were  generated  by 
the  Son,  but  by  Him,  of  whom  He  too  partakes*.  And  if 

d  Athan.has  justused  the  illustration  His  different  titles  to  be  those  of  dif- 
of  radiance  in  reference  to  “  of  the  ferent  heings  or  subjects,  or  not  really 
substance  and  now  he  says  that  it  and  properly  to  belong  to  one  and  the 
equally  illustrates  “  one  in  substance;”  same  person  ;  so  that  the  Word  was  not 
the  light  diffused  from  the  sun  being  at  the  Son,  or  the  Radiance  not  the  Word, 
once  contemporaneous  and  homogeneous  or  our  Lord  was  the  Son,  but  only  im- 
with  its  original.  properly  the  Word,  not  the  true  Word, 

e  The  point  in  which  perhaps  all  the  Wisdom,  or  Radiance.  Paul  of  Samo- 
ancient  heresies  concerning  our  Lord’s  sata,  Sabellius,  and  Anus,  agreed  in 
divine  nature  agreed,  was  in  considering  considering  that  the  Son  was  a  creature, 


Nicen 

Def. 


42  The  Son  partaken  of  all  in  the  Spirit. 

•this  is  the  Word,  the  Wisdom  of  the  Father,  in  whom  the 
h  ather  is  revealed  and  known,  and  frames  the  world,  and 
without  whom  the  Father  doth  nothing,  evidently  He  it  is 
who  is  from  the  Father:  for  all  things  generated  partake  of 
Him,  as  partaking  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  And  being  such,  He 
cannot  be  from  nothing,  nor  a  creature  at  all,  but  rather  the 
proper  Offspring  from  the  Father  as  the  radiance  from  light. 


and  that  He  was  called,  made  after,  or 
inhabited  bv  the  impersonal  attribute 
called  the  \\  ord  or  Wisdom.  When 


the  Word  or  Wisdom  was  held  to  be 
personal,  it  became  the  doctrine  of 
Nestorius. 


CHAP.  VI. 

AUTHORITIES  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  COUNCIL. 


Theognostus ;  Dionysius  of  Alexandria;  Dionysius  of  Rome  ;  Origen. 

1.  This  then  is  the  sense  in  which  the  Fathers  at  Nicaea  Chap. 
made  use  of  these  expressions ;  hut  next  that  they  did  not  ■  ^  I- 
invent  them  for  themselves,  (since  this  is  one  of  their  excuses,) 
but  spoke  what  they  had  received  from  their  predecessors, 
proceed  we  to  prove  this  also,  to  cut  off  even  this  excuse 
from  them.  Know  then,  O  Arians,  foes  of  Christ,  that 
Theognostus3,  a  learned  man,  did  not  decline  the  phrase 
“  of  the  substance,”  for  in  the  second  book  of  his  Hypo- 
typoses,  he  writes  thus  of  the  Son : — 

“  The  substance  of  the  Son  is  not  any  thing  procured  from 
without,  nor  accruing  out  of  nothing1',  but  it  sprang  from  the 
Father’s  substance,  as  the  radiance  of  light,  as  the  vapour'  of 
water;  for  neither  the  radiance,  nor  the  vapour,  is  the  water 
itself  or  the  sun  itself,  nor  is  it  alien  ;  but  it  is  an  effluence  of  the 
Father's  substance,  which,  however,  suffers  no  partition.  For  as 
the  sun  remains  the  same,  and  is  not  impaired  by  the  rays  poured 
forth  by  it,  so  neither  does  the  Father’s  substance  suffer  change, 
though  it  has  the  Son  as  an  Image  of  Itself J.” 

Theognostus  then,  after  first  investigating  in  the  way  of  an 


a  Athanasius  elsewhere  calls  him 
“  the  admirable  and  excellent.”  ad 
Scrap,  iv.  9.  He  was  Master  of  the 
Catechetical  school  of  Alexandria  to¬ 
wards  the  end  of  the  3d  century,  being 
a  scholar,  or  at  least  a  follower  of 
Origen.  His  seven  books  of  Hvpo- 
typoses  treated  of  the  Holy  Trinity, 
of  angels,  and  evil  spirits,  of  the  Incar¬ 
nation,  and  the  Creation.  Photius, 
who  gives  this  account,  Cod  106,  ac¬ 
cuses  him  of  heterodoxy  on  these 
points;  which  Athanasius  in  a  measure 
admits,  as  far  as  the  wording  of  bis 
treatise  went,  when  he  speaks  of  his 
“  investigating  by  way  of  exercise.” 
Eusebius  does  not  mention  him  at  all. 
t>  Vid.  above  §.  15.  fin.  “  God  was 


alone,”  says  Tertullian,  “  because  there 
was  nothing  external  to  Him,  extrin- 
secus  ;  yet  not  even  then  alone,  for  He 
had  with  Him,  what  He  had  in  Him¬ 
self,  His  Reason.”  in  Prax.  5.  Non 
per  adoptionem  spiritus  filius  fit  extrin- 
seeus,  sed  natura  filius  est.  Origen. 
Periarch.  i.  2.  n.  4. 

c  From  Wisdom  7,  25.  and  so  Ori¬ 
gen.  Periarch.  i.  2.  n.  6.  and  9.  and 
Athan.  de  Sent.  Dionys.  15. 

d  It  is  sometimes  erroneously  sup¬ 
posed  that  such  illustrations  as  this  are 
intended  to  explain  how  the  Sacred 
Mystery  in  question  is  possible,  whereas 
they  are  merely  intended  to  shew  that 
the  words  we  use  concerning  it  are  not 
self-contradictory,  which  is  the  objec- 
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T/teognosltts.  Dionysius  of  Alexandria. 

•  exercise  %  proceeds  to  lay  down  his  sentiments  in  the 
foregoing  words. 

2.  Next,  Dionysius,  who  was  Bishop  of  Alexandria, 
upon  his  writing  against  Sabellius  and  expounding  at  large 
the  Saviour’s  economy  according  to  the  flesh,  and  thence 
proving  against  the  Sabellians  that  not  the  Father  but  His 
Word  was  made  flesh,  as  John  has  said,  was  suspected  of 
saying  that  the  Son  was  a  thing  made  and  generated,  and  not 
one  in  substance  with  the  Father;  on  this  he  writes  to  his 
namesake  Dionysius,  Bishop  of  Rome,  to  explain  that  this 
was  a  slander  upon  himf.  And  he  assured  him  that  he  had 
not  called  the  Son  made,  nay,  did  confess  Him  to  be  even 
one  in  substance.  And  his  words  ran  thus  : — 

“  And  I  have  written  in  another  letter  a  refutation  of  the  false 


tion  most  commonly  brought  against 
them.  To  say  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
Son’s  generation  does  not  intrench  upon 
the  Father’s  perfection  and  immuta¬ 
bility,  or  negative  the  Son’s  eternity, 
seems  at  first  sight  inconsistent  with 
what  the  words  Father  and  Son  mean, 
till  another  image  is  adduced,  such  as 
the  sun  and  radiance,  in  which  that 
alleged  inconsistency  is  seen  to  exist 
in  fact.  Here  one  image  corrects 
another;  and  the  accumulation  of 
images  is  not,  as  is  often  thought,  the 
restless  and  fruitless  effect  of  the  mind 
to  enter  into  the  Mystery ,  but  is  a  safe¬ 
guard  against  any  one  image,  nay,  anv 
collection  of  images  being  supposed  suffi¬ 
cient.  If  it  he  said  that  the  language 
used  concerning  the  sun  and  its  radi¬ 
ance  is  but  popular  not  philosophical, 
so  again  the  Catholic  language  con¬ 
cerning  the  Holy  Trinity  may,  nay, 
must  be  economical,  not  adequate, 
conveying  the  truth,  not  in  the  tongues 
of  angels,  but  under  human  modes  of 
thought  and  speech. 

e  £»  yuyvucly  i^iratras.  And  so  §.  27. 
of  Origen,  tv*  x«J  yvy*ct£&y  Con¬ 
stantine  too,  writing  to  Alexander  and 
Arius,  speaks  of  altercation,  utikks 
nvis  yvu.vio'lxs  svsxa.  Socr.  i.  7.  in 
somewhat  a  similar  way,  Athanasius 
speaks  of  Dionysius  writing  xht  clicovo- 
yia.y,  economically,  or  with  reference  to 
certain  persons  addressed  or  objects 
contemplated,  de  Sent.  D.  6.  and  26. 

f  It  is  well  known  that  the  great  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  power  of  the  See  of 
Rome  was  later  than  the  age  of 


Athanasius;  but  it  is  here  in  place,  to 
state  historically  some  instances  of  an 
earlier  date  in  which  it  interfered  in 
the  general  conduct  of  the  Church.  S. 
Clement  of  Rome  wrote  a  pastoral 
letter  to  the  Corinthians,  at  a  time 
when  they  seem  to  have  been  without  a 
Bishop.  The  heretic  Marcion,  on  his 
excommunication  at  home,  came  to 
Rome  upon  the  death  of  Hyginus  the 
ninth  Bishop,  and  was  repulsed  by  the 
elders  of  the  see.  Epiph.  Hser.  42.  n. 
1.  Polycarp  came  to  Anicetus  on  the 
question  of  Easter.  Euseb.  Hist.iv.  14. 
Soter,  not  only  sent  alms  to  the 
Churches  of  Christendom  generally, 
according  to  the  primitive  custom  of 
his  Church,  but  “  exhorted  affection¬ 
ately  the  brethren  who  came  up  thither 
as  a  father  his  children.”  ibid.  iv.  23. 
Victor  denounced  the  Asian  Churches 
for  observing  Easter  after  the  Jewish 
custom,  ibid.  v.  24.  Paul  of  Samosata 
was  put  ont  of  the  see  house  at  An¬ 
tioch  by  the  civil  powei,on  the  decision 
of  “  the  Bishops  of  Italy  and  of 
Rome.”  ibid.  vii.  30.  For  a  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  subject,  as  far  as  it  is  an 
objection  to  theAnglican  view  of  ecclesi¬ 
astical  polity,  the  reader  is  referred  to 
Mr.  Palmer’s  Treatise  on  the  Church, 
vii.  3  and  4.  where  five  reasons  are  as¬ 
signed  for  the  early  pre-eminence  of  the 
Roman  Church;  the  number  of  its 
clergy  and  people,  its  wealth  and 
charity,  its  apostolical  origin,  the 
purity  of  its  faith,  and  the  temporal 
dignity  of  the  city  of  Rome. 
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Dionysius  of  Rome. 

charge  they  bring  against  me,  that  I  deny  that  Christ  was  one  in  Chap. 
substance  with  God  For  though  I  say  that  I  have  not  found  VI. 
this  term  any  where  in  Holy  Scripture,  yet  my  remarks  which 
follow,  and  which  they  have  not  noticed,  are  not  inconsistent  with 
that  belief.  For  I  instanced  a  human  production  as  being  evidently 
homogeneous,  and  I  observed  that  undeniably  parents  differred  from 
their  children  only  in  not  being  the  same  individuals,  otherwise 
there  could  be  neither  parents  nor  children.  And  my  letter,  as 
I  said  before,  owing  to  present  circumstances  I  am  unable  to  pro¬ 
duce  ;  or  I  would  have  sent  you  the  very  words  I  used,  or  rather  a 
copy  of  it  all,  which,  if  I  have  an  opportunity,  I  will  do  still. 

But  I  am  sure  from  recollection  that  I  adduced  parallels  of  things 
kindred  with  each  other;  for  instance,  that  a  plant  grown  from 
seed  or  from  root,  was  other  than  that  from  which  it  sprang,  yet 
was  altogether  one  in  nature  with  it g :  and  that  a  stream  flowing 
from  a  fountain,  gained  a  new  name,  for  that  neither  the  fountain 
was  called  stream,  nor  the  stream  fountain,  and  both  existed,  and 
the  stream  was  the  water  from  the  fountain.” 


3.  And  that  the  Word  of  God  is  not  a  work  or  creature,  26. 
but  an  offspring  proper  to  the  Father’s  substance  and  indivi¬ 
sible,  as  the  great  Council  wrote,  here  you  may  see  in  the 
words  of  Dionysius,  Bishop  of  Rome,  who,  while  writing 
against  the  Sabellians,  thus  inveighs  against  those  who  dared 
to  say  so ; — 

“  Next,  I  reasonably  turn  to  those  who  divide  and  cut  into  pieces 
and  destroy  that  most  sacred  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  God,  the 
Divine  Monarchy11,  making  it  certain  three  powers  and  partitive1 

/tbcii 


k  The  Eusebians  at  Nicaea  objected 
to  this  image,  Socr.  i.  8.  as  implying 
that  the  Son  was  a  ree(i o\h,  issue  or 
development,  as  Valentinus  taught. 
Epiph.  Haer.  69.  7  •  Athanasius  else¬ 
where  uses  it  himself. 

t>  By  the  Monarchy  is  meant  the 
doctrine  that  the  Second  and  Third 
Persons  in  the  Ever-blessed  Trinity 
are  ever  to  be  referred  in  our  thoughts 
to  the  First  as  the  Fountain  of  God¬ 
head,  vid.  p.  25.  note  e.  and  p.  33.  note 
r.  It  is  one  of  the  especial  senses  in 
which  God  is  said  to  be  one.  “  We 
are  not  introducing  three  origins  or 
three  Fathers,  as  the  Marcionites  and 
Manichees,  just  as  our  illustration  is 
not  of  three  suns,  but  of  sun  and  its 
radiance.”  Orat.  iii.  §.  15.  vid.  also  iv. 
§.  1.  “  The  Father  is  union,  "\iutn," 

says  S.  Greg.  Naz.  “  from  whom  and 
unto  whom  are  the  others.”  Orat  42. 


15.  also  Orat.  20.  7.  and  Epiph.  Haer. 
57.  5.  Tertullian,  before  Dionysius, 
uses  the  word  Monarchia,  which  Prax- 
eas  had  perverted  into  a  kind  of  Uni- 
tarianism  or  Sabellianism,  in  Prax.  3. 
I renaius  too  wrote  on  the  Monarchy, 
i.  e.  against  the  doctrine  that  God  is 
the  author  of  evil.  Eus.  Hist.  v.  20. 
And  before  him  was  Justin's  work  de 
Monarchia,  where  the  word  is  used  in 
opposition  to  Polytheism.  The  Mar¬ 
cionites,  whom  Dionysius  presently 
mentions,  are  also  specified  in  the  above 
extract  by  Athan.  vid.  also  Cyril.  Hier. 
Cat.  xvi.  4.  Epiphanius  says  that 
their  three  origins  were  God,  the  Cre¬ 
ator,  and  the  evil  spirit.  Haer.  42, 3.  or  as 
Augustine  says,  the  good,  the  just,  and 
the  wicked,  which  may  be  taken  to  mean 
nearly  the  same  thing.  Haer.  22.  The 
Apostolical  Canons  denounce  those  who 
baptize  into  Three  Unoriginate;  vid. 


4G 


Heresy  of  Tritheism. 

Nicen.  subsistences  1  and  godheads  three.  I  am  told  that  some  among 
J)EF-  you  who  are  catechists  and  teachers  of  the  Divine  Word,  take  the 
lead  in  this  tenet,  who  are  diametrically  opposed,  so  to  speak,  to 
Sabellius’s  opinions ;  for  he  blasphemously  says  that  the  Son  is 
the  Father,  and  the  Father  the  Son,  but  they  in  some  sort  preach 
three  Gods,  as  dividing  the  Holy  Unity  into  three  subsistences 
foreign  to  each  other  and  utterly  separate  For  it  must  needs  be 
that  with  the  God  of  the  Universe,  the  Divine  Word  is  one,  and 
1  ie<P‘_x>-  the  Holy  Ghost  must  repose1  and  habitate  in  God;  thus  in  one  as 
in  a  summit,  I  mean  the  God  of  the  Universe,  must  the  Divine 
Trinityk  be  gathered  up  and  brought  together.  For  it  is  the 
doctrine  of  the  presumptuous  Marcion,  to  sever  and  divide 
the  Divine  Monarchy  into  three  origins, — a  devil's  teaching,  not 
that  of  Christ’s  true  disciples  and  lovers  of  the  Saviour’s  lessons. 
For  they  know  well  that  a  Trinity  is  preached  by  divine  Scrip- 
ture,  but  that  neither  Old  Testament  nor  New  preaches  three 
Gods. 

4.  Equally  must  one  censure  those  who  hold  the  Son  to  be 
a  work,  and  consider  that  the  Lord  has  come  into  being,  as  one  of 
things  which  really  came  to  be  ;  whereas  the  divine  oracles  witness 
to  a  generation  suitable  to  Him  and  becoming,  but  not  to  any 
fashioning  or  making.  A  blasphemy  then  is  it,  not  ordinary,  but 


also  Athan.  Tom.  ad  Antioch.  5.  Naz. 
Orat.  20.  6.  Basil  denies  r^i ~t  x^ixx) 
Irorrxms ,  de  Sp.  S.  38.  which  is  a 
Platonic  phrase. 

'  And  so  Dionysins  of  Alexandria  in 
a  fragment  preserved  by  S.  Basil,  “  Tf 
because  the  subsistences  are  three,  they 
say  that  they  are  partitive,  fiip.t£nrpit>xs, 
still  three  there  are,  though  these  per¬ 
sons  dissent,  or  they  utterly  destroy  the 
Divine  Trinity.”  de  Sp.  S.  n.  72.  Athan. 
expresses  the  same  more  distinctly,  ou 
Tfiif  vorocrxirus  (xs/xioicrfiivxs,  Expos. 
Fid.  $.  2.  In  S.  Greg.  Naz.  we  find 
a/xi/>‘crrcs  1»  /itpcigitr/iwois  n  horns.  Orat. 
31.  14.  Elsewhere  for  pupi.  he  substi¬ 
tutes  x-rtppny/x'mxs.  Orat.  20.  6.  i-rifyvu- 
fiita;  xXXnX&jv  xxl  iiarorxxftuxs  Orat.  23. 
6. as  infra  %uxs  x\\r,y.u*  rxtrdran  xi%u- 
£itrp.iixs.  The  passage  in  the  text 
comes  into  question  in  the  controversy 
about  the  \\  uocorrxxius  n  cucixs  of  the 
Nicene  Creed,  of  which  infra  on  the 
Creed  itself  in  Eusebius’s  Letter. 

k  The  word  reias  translated  Trinity 
is  first  used  by  Theophilus,  ad  Autol.  ii. 
15.  Gibbon  remarks  that  the  doctrine  of 
“  a  numerical  rather  than  a  generical 
unity,”  which  has  been  explicitly  put 
forth  by  the  Latin  Church,  is  “  favoured 
by  the  Latin  language ;  r^ixc  seems  to 
excite  the  idea  of  substance,  (rinitas  of 
qualities.”  ch.21.  note  74.  It  is  certain 
that  the  Latin  view  of  the  sacred  truth. 


when  perverted,  becomes  Sabellianism  ; 
and  that  the  Greek,  when  perverted,  be¬ 
comes  Arianism  ;  and  we  find  Arius 
arising  in  the  East,  Sabellius  in  the 
West.  It  is  also  certain  that  the  word 
Trinitas  is  properly  abstract;  and  ex¬ 
presses  rgixs  or  “  a  three,”  only  in  an 
ecclesiastical  sense.  But  Gibbon  does 
not  seem  to  observe  that  Unitas  ;s 
abstract  as  well  as  Trinitas;  and  that 
we  might  just  as  well  say  in  con¬ 
sequence,  that  the  Latins  held  an  ab¬ 
stract  unity  or  a  unity  of  qualities, 
while  the  Greeks  by  pioixs  taught  the 
doctrine  of  “  a  one”  or  a  numerical 
unity.  “  Singularitatem  hancdic-o,  says 
S.  Ambrose,  quod  Grcece  poiirns  dici- 
tur  ;  singularitas  ad  personam  pertinet, 
unitas  ad  naturam.”  de  Fid.  v.  1.  It 
is  important,  however,  to  understand, 
that  ‘‘  Trinity”  does  not  mean  the  state 
or  condition  of  being  three,  as  humanity 
is  the  condition  of  being  man,  but  is  sy¬ 
nonymous  with  “  three  persons.”  Hu¬ 
manity  does  not  exist  and  cannot  be 
addressed,  but  the  Holy  Trinity  is  a 
three,  or  a  unity'  which  exists  in  three. 
Apparently  from  not  considering  this, 
Luth-r  and  Calvin  objected  to  the  word 
Trinity,  “  It  is  a  common  prayer,” 
says  Calvin,  “  Holy  Trinity,  one  God, 
have  mercy  on  us.  It  displeases  me, 
and  savours  throughout  of  barbarism.” 
Ep.  ad  Polon.  p.  796. 


47 


Heresy  of  making  the  Son  a  creature. 

even  the  highest,  to  say  that  the  Lord  is  in  any  sort  a  handiwork.  Chap. 
For  if  He  came  to  be  Son,  once  He  was  not;  but  He  was  always,  VI. 
if  (that  is)  He  be  in  the  Father,  as  He  says  Himself,  and  if  the 
Christ  be  Word  and  Wisdom  and  Power,  (which,  as  ye  know,  divine 
Scripture  says,)  and  these  attributes  be  powers  of  God.  If  then  the 
Son  came  into  being  once,  these  attributes  were  not;  consequently 
there  was  a  time,  when  God  was  without  them  ;  which  is  most  ex¬ 
travagant.  And  why  say  more  on  these  points  to  you,  men  full 
of  the  Spirit  and  well  aware  of  the  extravagances  which  come  to 
view  from  saying  that  the  Son  is  a  work  ?  Not  attending,  as  I 
consider,  to  this  circumstance,  the  authors  of  this  opinion  have 
entirely  missed  the  truth,  in  explaining,  contrary  to  the  sense  of 
divine  and  prophetic  Scripture  in  the  passage,  the  words.  The  Lord  Prov.  8, 
hath  created  Me  a  beginning  of  His  ways  unto  His  works.  For  the22- 
sense  of  He  created,  as  ye  know,  is  not  one,  for  we  must  under¬ 
stand  He  created  in  this  place,  as  ‘  He  set  over  the  works  made 
by  Him,’  that  is,  ‘made  by  the  Son  Himself.’  And  He  created 
here  must  not  be  taken  for  made,  for  creating  differs  from 
making;  Is  not  He  Thy  Father  that  hath  bought  thee  ?  hath  He  not 'Dent, 
made  thee  and  created  thee  P  says  Moses  in  his  great  song  in  Deu-32,  6. 
teronomy.  And  one  may  say  to  them,  O  men  of  great  hazard, 
is  He  a  work,  who  is  the  First-born  of  every  creature,  who  is  born  Col.  1, 
from  the  womb  before  the  morning  star,  who  said,  as  Wisdom,  15. 
Before  all  the  hills  He  begets  Me?  And  in  many  passages  of  the  Ps-  110> 
divine  oracles  is  the  Son  said  to  have  been 1  generated,  but  now  here  p  g 
to  have 2  come  into  being;  which  manifestly  convicts  those  of  mis- 25.  '  ’ 
conception  about  the  Lord’s  generation,  who  presume  to  call  His  1  y.yit- 
divine  and  ineffable  generation  a  making1.  Neither  then  may  we  tfurlui 
divide  into  three  Godheads  the  wonderful  and  divine  Unity;  nor 
disparage  with  the  name  of  ‘  work’  the  dignity  and  exceeding 
majesty  of  the  Lord  ;  but  we  must  believe  in  God  the  Father 
Almighty,  and  in  Christ  Jesus  His  Son,  and  in  the  Holy  Ghost, 
and  hold  that  to  the  God  of  the  universe  the  Word  is  united.  For 
I,  says  He,  and  the  Father  are  one ;  and,  I  in  the  Father  and  the 


1  This  extract  discloses  to  us,  (in  con¬ 
nexion  with  the  passages  from  Diony¬ 
sius  Alex,  here  and  in  the  de  Sent.  D.) 
a  remarkable  anticipation  of  the  Arian 
controversy  in  the  third  century.  1.  It 
appears  that  the  very  symbol  of  %t  on  oux 
«»,  “  once  He  was  not,”  was  asserted  or 
implied ;  vid  also  the  following  extract 
from  Origen,  §.  27.  and  Origen  Peri- 
archon,  iv.  28.  where  mention  is  also 
made  of  the  olx  Strut.  11  out  of 
nothing,”  which  was  the  Arian  symbol 
in  opposition  to  “  of  the  substance.” 
Allusions  are  made  besides,  to  “  the 
Father  not  being  always  Father, ”  de 
Sent.  D.  15.  and  “  the  Word  being 
brought  to  be  by  the  true  Word,  and 
Wisdom  by  the  true  Wisdom ibid.  25. 
2.  Thesamespecialtextisused  indefence 


of  the  heresy,  and  that  not  at  first  sight 
an  obvious  one,  which  is  found  among  the 
Arians,  Prov.  8,  22.  3.  The  same 

texts  were  used  by  the  Catholics, 
which  occur  in  the  Arian  controversy, 
e.  g.  Deut.  32,  6.  against  Prov.  8,  22. 
and  such  as  Ps.  110,  3.  Prov.  8,  25. 
and  the  two  John  10,  30.  and  14,  10. 
4.  The  same  Catholic  symbols  and 
statements  are  found,  e.  g.  “  begotten 
not  made,”  “  one  in  substance,”  “  Tri¬ 
nity,”  a5/ot<jsray,  uta^ct.  aliyitis,  light 
from  light,  &c.  Much  might  be  said 
on  this  circumstance,  as  forming  part  of 
the  proof  of  the  very  early  date  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  formation  of  the  Catho¬ 
lic  theology,  which  we  are  at  first  sight 
apt  to  ascribe  to  the  4th  and  5th  cen¬ 
turies. 


4  8 


The  labour-loving  Origen. 

Nicen.  Father  in  Me.  For  thus  both  the  Divine  Trinity,  and  the  holy 
Def.  preaching  of  the  Monarchy,  will  be  preserved." 

§.  27.  5.  And  concerning  the  everlasting  co-existence  of  the  Word 

with  the  Father,  and  that  lie  is  not  of  another  substance  or 
subsistence,  but  proper  to  the  Father’s,  as  the  Bishops  in 
the  Council  said,  hear  again  from  the  labour-loving  “  Origen 
also.  For  what  he  has  written  as  if  inquiring  and  exercising 
himself,  that  let  no  one  take  as  expressive  of  his  own  sen¬ 
timents,  but  of  parties  who  are  disputing  in  the  investigation, 
but  what  he"  definitely  declares,  that  is  the  sentiment  of  the 
>  vid.  p.  labour-loving  man.  After  bis  exercises  1  then  against  the 
4b  note  here|jcs>  straightway  he  introduces  his  personal  belief, 
thus: — 


cc  If  there  be  an  Image  of  the  Invisible  God,  it  is  an  invisible 
Image;  nay,  I  will  be  bold  to  add,  that,  as  being  the  likeness  of 
the  Father,  never  was  it  not  For  else  was  that  God,  who,  ac¬ 
cording  to  John,  is  called  Light,  (for  God  is  Light,)  without  the 
radiance  of  His  proper  glory,  that  a  man  should  presume  to  assert 
the  Son's  origin  of  existence,  as  if  before  He  was  not.  But 
wThen  was  not  that  Image  of  the  Father’s  Ineffable  and  Xameless 
and  Unutterable  subsistence,  that  Expression  and  Word,  and  He 
that  knows  the  Father?  for  let  him  understand  well  who  dares  to 
say,  ‘  Once  the  Son  was  net,’  that  he  is  saying,  ‘  Once  Wisdom 
was  not,’  and  ‘  Word  was  not,’  and  ‘  Life  was  not.’  ” 

6.  And  again  elsewhere  he  says  : — 

“  But  it  is  not  innocent  nor  -without  peril,  if  because  of  our 
weakness  of  understanding  we  deprive  God,  as  far  as  in  us  lies, 
of  the  Only-begotten  Word  ever  co-existing  with  Him ;  and  the 
Wisdom  in  which  He  rejoiced;  else  He  must  be  conceived  as 
not  always  possessed  of  joy.” 


See,  we  are  proving  that  this  view  has  been  transmitted 
from  father  to  father ;  but  ye,  O  modern  Jews  and 
disciples  of  Caiaphas,  how  many  fathers  can  ye  assign  to 


m  QtXovwou  and  so  Sernp.  iv.  9. 

n  u.  fjt\v  oj;  £tjr£>*  xa /  yvfjLUxZ^uv  ty^tr^/i^ 
raura  oj;  aurou  (fi^ovouvres  >  ns’ 

u.Wa  to ov  Tgcs  toiv  QiXomixouvto ov  iv  rut 
X'/iTUVy  aCiai;  oci'Couv  urofa'ivireu.  touto 


(£i\otcvov  to  (poovriftx  \<tti  il  it.kaz. 
Certe  legendum  «,  idque  omnino 
exigit  sensus.”  Montfaucon.  Rather 
for  ufous  read  «  2s  us,  and  put  the  stop 
at  £f)r'7v  instead  ol ns. 


The  Nicene  Council  did  but  consign  tradition  to  writing.  4!) 

your  phrases  ?  Not  one  of  the  understanding  and  wise  ;  for 
all  abhor  you,  but  the  devil  alone1;  none  but  he  is  your 
father  in  this  apostasy,  who  both  in  the  beginning  scattered 
on  you  the  seed  of  this  irreligion,  and  now  persuades  you 
to  slander  the  Ecumenical  Council0,  for  committing  to  writing, 
not  your  doctrines,  but  that  which  from  the  beginning  those 
who  were  eye-witnesses  and  ministers  of  the  Word  have  handed 
down  to  usp.  For  the  faith  which  the  Council  has  confessed 
in  writing',  that  is  the  faith  of  the  Catholic  Church  ;  to  assert 


this,  the  blessed  Fathers  so 


°  vid.  supr.  §.  4.  Orat  i.  §.  7.  Ad 
Afros.  2  twice.  Apol.  contr.  Arian.  7. 
ad  Ep.  .Eg.  5.  Epiph.  Haer.  70.  9. 
Enseb.  Vit.  Const,  iii.  6.  The  Council 
was  more  commonly  called  ptyaXn 
vid.  supr.  $.  26.  The  second  General 
Council,  A.D.  381,  took  the  name  of 
ecumenical,  vid.  Can.  6.  fin.  hut  inci¬ 
dentally.  The  Council  of  Ephesus  so 
styles  itself  in  the  opening  of  its  Synodi¬ 
cal  Letter. 

P  The  profession  under  which  the 
decrees  of  Councils  come  to  us  is  that 
of  setting  forth  in  writing  what  has  ever 
been  held  orally  or  implicitly  in  the 
Church.  Hence  the  frequent  use  of 
such  phrases  as  iyy^xfu;  \\iTiln  with 
reference  to  them.  Thus  Damasus, 
Theod.  Hist.  v.  10.  speaks  of  that  “  apo¬ 
stolical  faith,  which  was  set  forth  in 
writing  by  the  Fathers  in  Nictea.”  On 
the  other  hand,  Ephrem  of  Antioch, 
speaks  of  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord’s 
perfect  humanity  being  “  inculcated  by 
our  Holy  Fathers,  but  not  as  yet  [i.  e. 
till  the  Council  of  Chalcedon]  being 
confirmed  by  the  decree  of  an  ecumeni¬ 
cal  Council.”  Phot.  229.  p.  801.  (iyygx- 
Qus,  however,  sometimes  relates  to  the 
act  of  subscribing.  Phot.  ibid,  or  to  Scrip¬ 
ture,  Clement.  Strom,  i.  init.  p.  321.) 
Hence  Athan.  says  ad  Afros.  1  and  2. 
that  “  the  Word  of  the  Lord  which 
was  given  through  the  ecumenical 
Council  in  Nicaea  remaineth  for  ever;” 
and  uses  against  its  opposers  the  texts, 
“  Remove  not  the  ancient  landmark 
which  thy  fathers  have  set,”  (vid.  also 
Dionysius  in  Eus  Hist.  vii.  7-)  and  “  He 
that  curseth  his  father  or  his  mother, 
shall  surely  be  put  to  death.”  Prov.  22, 
28.  Ex.  21,17.  vid.  also  Athan.  ad  Epict. 
1.  And  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  pro¬ 
fesses  to  “  drive  away  the  doctrines  of 
error  by  a  common  decree,  and  renexr 
the  unswerving  faith  of  the  fathers,” 


expressed  themselves  while 


Act.  v.  p.  452.  “  as,”  they  proceed, 
“  from  of  old  the  prophets  spoke  of 
Christ,  and  He  Himself  instructed  us, 
and  the  creed  of  the  Fathers  has  de¬ 
livered  to  us,”  whereas  “  other  faith  it 
is  not  lawful  for  any  to  bring  forth,  or 
to  write,  or  to  draw  up,  or  to  hold,  or 
to  teach.”  p.  456.  vid.  S.  Leo.  supr. 
p.  5.  note  m.  This,  however,  did  not 
interfere  with  their  adding  without  un¬ 
doing.  “  For,”  says  Vigilius,  “  if  it 
were  unlawful  to  ieceive  aught  further 
after  the  Nicene  statutes,  on  what 
authority  venture  we  to  assert  that  the 
Holy  Ghost  is  of  one  substance  with 
the  Father,  which  it  is  notorious  was 
there  omitted  ?”  contr.  Eutych.  v.  init. 
he  gives  other  instances,  some  in  point, 
others  not.  vid.  also  Eulogius,  apud 
Phot.  Cod.  23.  pp.  829.  853.  Yet  to 
add  to  the  confession  of  the  Church  is  not 
to  add  to  the  faith ,  since  nothing  can  be 
added  to  the  faith.  Leo,  Ep.  124. 
p.  1237.  Nay,  Athan.  says  that  the 
Nicene  faith  is  sufficient  to  refute 
every  heresy,  ad  Max.  5.  fin.  a;so  Leo. 
Ep.  54.  p.  956.  and  Naz.  Ep.  102.  init. 
excepting ,  however ,  the  doctrine  of  the 
Holy  Spirit ;  which  explains  his  mean¬ 
ing.  The  Henoticon  of  Zeno  says  the 
same,  but  with  the  intention  of  dealing 
a  blow  at  the  Council  of  Chalcedon. 
Evagr.  iii.  14.  p.  345.  Aetius  at 
Chalcedon  says  that  at  Ephesus  and 
Chalcedon  the  Fathers  did  not  pro¬ 
fess  to  draw  up  an  exposition  of  faith, 
and  that  Cyril  and  Leo  did  but  in¬ 
terpret  the  Creed.”  Cone.  t.  2.  p.  428. 
Leo  even  says  that  the  Apostles’ 
Creed  is  sufficient  against  all  heresies, 
and  that  Eutyches  erred  on  a  point 
“  of  which  our  Lord  wished  no  one 
of  either  sex  in  the  Church  to  be  igno¬ 
rant,”  and  he  wishes  Eutyches  to  take 
the  plenitude  of  the  Creed  “  puro 
et  simplici  corde.”  Ep.  31.  p.  857,  8. 


Chap. 

YI. 

supr.  p. 
).  note  s. 


50  Arians  quarrelled  with  the  sense ,  not  the  words  merely. 
Nicen.  condemning  the  Arian  heresy;  and  this  is  a  chief  reason  why 

Def.  m  . 

- —  these  apply  themselves  to  calumniate  the  Council.  For  it  is 

^?upr.§.  n°t  the  tenns  which  trouble  them1,  but  that  those  terms 

prove  them  to  be  heretics,  and  presumptuous  beyond  other 

heresies. 


CHAP.  VII. 


ON  THE  4 RIAN  SYMBOL  “  INGENERATE.” 


This  term  afterwards  adopted  by  them;  and  why;  three  senses  of  it. 
A  fourth  sense.  Ingenerate  denotes  God  in  contrast  to  His  creatures, 
not  to  His  Son;  Father  the  scriptural  title  instead;  Conclusion. 


1.  This  in  fact  was  the  reason,  when  the  unsound  nature 
of  then  phrases  had  been  exposed  at  that  time,  and  they 
were  henceforth  open  to  the  charge  of  irreligion,  that  they 
proceeded  to  borrow  of  the  Greeks  the  term  Ingenerate  % 
that,  under  shelter  of  it,  they  might  reckon  among-  the  things 
generate  and  the  creatures,  that  Word  of  God,  by  whom 
these  very  things  came  to  be ;  so  unblushing  are  they  in 
their  irreligion,  so  obstinate  in  their  blasphemies  against  the 
Lord.  If  then  this  want  of  shame  arises  from  ignorance 
of  the  term,  they  ought  to  leani  of  those  who  gave  it 
them,  and  who  have  not  scrupled  to  say  that  even  in¬ 
tellect,  which  they  derive  from  Good,  and  the  soul  which 
proceeds  from  intellect,  though  their  respective  origins  be 
known,  are  notwithstanding  ingenerate,  for  they  understand 
that  by  so  saying  they  do  not  disparage  that  first  Origin 
of  which  the  others  come b.  This  being  the  case,  let  them 


Chap. 

VII. 


s  iy'unrsi.  Opportunity  will  occur 
for  noticing  this  celebrated  word  on 
Orat.  i.  30—34.  where  the  present 
passage  is  partly  re-written,  partly 
transcribed.  Mention  is  also  made  of 
it  in  the  De  Syn.  46,  47.  Athanasius 
would  seem  to  have  been  but  partially 
acquainted  with  the  writings  of  the  Ano- 
mceans,  whose  symbol  it  was,  and  to 
have  argui  d  with  them  from  the  writ¬ 
ings  of  the  elder  Arians,  who  had  also 
made  use  of  it. 

b  Montfaucon  quotes  a  passage  from 
Plato’s  Phsedrus,  in  which  the  human 
soul  is  called  “  ingenerate  and  immor¬ 


tal;”  but  Athau.  is  referring  to  an¬ 
other  subject,  the  Platonic,  or  rather 
the  Eclectic  Trinity.  Thus  Theodoret, 
“  Plotinus,  and  Numcnius,  explaining 
the  sense  of  Plato,  say,  that  he  taught 
Three  principles  beyond  time  and  eter¬ 
nal,  Good,  Intellect,  and  the  Soul  of 
all,”  de  Affect.  Cur.  ii.  p.  760.  And 
so  Plotinus  himself,  “  It  is  as  if  one 
were  to  place  Good  as  the  centre,  In¬ 
tellect  like  an  immoveable  circle  round, 
and  Soul  a  moveable  circle, and  moveable 
by  appetite.”  4  Eunead.  iv.  c.  16.  vid. 
Porphyry  in  Cyril,  contr.  Julian,  viii.  p. 
271.  vid.  ibid.  i.  p.  32.  Plot.  3  Ennead. 
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52  Arians  used  phrases ,  neither  in  nor  according  to  Scripture. 

say  the  like  themselves,  or  else  not  speak  at  all,  of  what  they 
do  not  know.  But  if  they  consider  they  are  acquainted  with 
the  subject,  then  they  must  be  interrogated;  for'  the  ex¬ 
pression  is  not  from  divine  Scripture1,  but  they  are  con¬ 
tentious,  as  elsewhere,  for  unscriptural  positions.  Just  as  I 
have  related  the  l’eason  and  sense,  with  which  the  Council 
and  the  Fathers  before  it  defined  and  published  “  of  the 
substance,”  and  “  one  in  substance,”  agreeably  to  what 
Scripture  says  of  the  Saviour;  so  now  let  them,  if  they  can, 
answer  on  their  part  what  has  led  them  to  this  unscriptural 
phrase,  and  in  what  sense  they  call  God  Ingenerate? 

2.  In  truth,  I  am  told1', that  the  name  has  different  senses; 
philosophers  say  that  it  means,  first,  “  what  has  not  vet,  but 
may,  come  to  be ;”  next,  “  what  neither  exists,  nor  can  come 
into  being;”  and  thirdly,  “  what  exists  indeed,  but  was  neither 
generated  nor  had  origin  of  being,  but  is  everlasting  and 
indestructible'.”  Now  perhaps  they  will  wish  to  pass  over  the 


v.  2  and  3.  Athan.’s  testimony  that 
the  Platonists  considered  their  three 
uto/ttcIoiis  all  ingenerate  is  perhaps  a 
singular  one.  In  5  Ennead.  iv.  1. 
Plotinus  says  what  seems  contrary  to 
it,  riViug%ri  ay'ttrtiros ,  speaking  of  His 
Tuyctfov.  Yet  Plato,  quoted  by  Theo- 
doret,  ibid.  p.  749,  speaks  of  i7vs  ag%tit 
tin 

c  Itei  yaXurreu,  on  yciXurru,  Orat.  i. 
§.  36.  de  Syn.  §.  21.  tin.  onto  yciXurra 
Apol.  ad  Const.  23.  za't  yccXirra,  de 
Syn.  §.  42.  54. 

A  And  so  de  Syn.  $.  46.  “  we  have 
on  careful  inquiry  ascertained,  &c.” 
Again,  “  I  have  acquainted  myself  on 
their  account  [the  Arians’]  with  the 
meaning  of  iyittirst.”  Orat.  i.  §.  30. 
This  is  remarkable,  for  Athan.  was  a 
man  of  liberal  education,  as  his  Orat. 
contr.Gent.  and  de  Incarn. shew, especi¬ 
ally  his  acquaintance  with  the  Platonic 
philosophy.  Sulpicius  too  speaks  of 
him  as  a  jurisconsultus,  Sacr.  Hist.  ii. 
50.  St.  Gregory  Naz.  says,  that  he 
gave  some  attention,  but  not  much,  to 
the  subjects  of  general  education,  'rut 
lyxvxXiut,  that  he  might  not  be  alto¬ 
gether  ignorant,  of  what  he  nevertheless 
despised,  Orat.  21. 6.  In  the  same  way 
S.  Basil,  whose  cultivation  of  mind 
none  can  doubt,  speaks  slightingly  of 
his  own  philosophical  knowledge.  He 
writes  of  his  “  neglecting  his  own 


weakness,  and  being  utterly  unex¬ 
ercised  in  such  disquisitions;”  c-ontr. 
Eunom.  init.  And  so  in  de  Sp.  §.  5. 
he  says,  that  “  they  who  have  given 
time”  to  vain  philosophy,  “  divide 
causes  into  principal,  co-operative,”  &c. 
Elsewhere  he  speaks  of  having  “  ex¬ 
pended  much  time  on  vanity,  and 
wasted  nearly  all  his  youth  in  the 
vain  labour  of  pursuing  the  studies  of 
that  wisdom  which  God  has  made 
foolishness,”  Ep.  223.  2.  In  truth, 
Christianity  has  a  philosophy  of  its  own. 
Thus  in  the  commencement  of  his  Vim 
Dux  Anastasius  says,  “  It  is  a  first  point 
to  be  understood,  that  the  tradition  of 
the  Catholic  Church  does  not  proceed 
upon,  or  follow,  the  philosophical  de¬ 
finitions  in  all  respects,  and  especially 
as  regards  the  mystery  of  Christ,  and 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  but  a  cer¬ 
tain  rule  of  its  own,  evangelical  and 
apostolical.”  p.  20. 

e  Four  senses  of  iyittim  are  enu¬ 
merated,  Orat.  i.  §.  30.  1.  What  is 

not  as  yet,  but  is  possible ;  2.  what 
neither  has  been,  nor  can  be  ;  3.  what 
exists,  but  has  not  come  to  be  from  any 
cause ;  4.  what  is  not  made,  but  is  ever. 
Only  two  senses  are  specified  in  the  de 
Syn.  §.  46.  and  in  these  the  question 
really  lies;  1.  what  is,  but  without 
a  cause ;  2.  uncreate. 


53 


The  equivocation  of  the  word  Ingenerate. 

first  two  senses,  from  the  absurdity  which  follows ;  for  according  Chap. 
to  the  first,  things  that  already  have  come  to  be,  and  things  that  ^  II- 
are  expected  to  be,  are  ingenerate ;  and  the  second  is  more 
extravagant  still ;  accordingly  they  will  proceed  to  the  third 
sense,  and  use  the  word  in  it :  though  here,  in  this  sense  too, 
their  irreligion  will  be  quite  as  great.  For  if  by  Ingenerate 
they  mean  what  has  no  origin  of  being,  nor  is  generated  or 
created,  but  eternal,  and  say  that  the  Word  of  God  is  contrary 
to  this,  who  comprehends  not  the  craft  of  these  foes  of  God  ? 
who  but  would  stone f  such  madmen?  for,  when  they  are 
ashamed  to  bring  forward  again  those  first  phrases  which  they 
fabled,  and  which  were  condemned,  the  bad  men  have  taken 
another  way  to  signify  them,  by  means  of  what  they  call 
Ingenerate.  For  if  the  Son  be  of  things  generate,  it 
follows,  that  He  too  came  to  be  from  nothing;  and  if 
He  has  an  origin  of  being,  then  He  was  not  before  His 
generation ;  and  if  He  is  not  eternal,  there  was  once  when 
He  was  not®.  If  these  are  their  sentiments,  they  ought §.  09. 
to  signify  their  heterodoxy  in  then  own  phrases,  and  not  to 
hide  their  perverseness  under  the  cloke  of  the  Ingenerate. 

But  instead  of  this,  the  evil-minded  men  are  busy  with  their 
craftiness  after  their  father,  the  devil ;  for  as  he  attempts  to 
deceive  in  the  guise  of  others,  so  these  have  broached  the 
term  Ingenerate,  that  they  might  pretend  to  speak  piously  of 


^  B«tA .Xifturai  vaocc  Orat.  ii. 

§.  28.  An  apparent  allusion  to  the 
punishment  of  blasphemy  and  idolatry 
under  the  Jewish  Law.  vid.  reference  to 
Ex. 21, 17,  in  page  49,  note  p.  Thus,  e.g. 
Nazianzen  :  “  While  I  go  up  the  mount 
with  good  heart,  that  I  may  become 
within  the  cloud,  and  may  hold  converse 
with  God,  for  so  God  bids ;  if  there 
be  any  Aaron,  let  him  go  up  with  me 
and  stand  near.  And  if  there  be  any 
Nadab  or  Abiud,  or  of  the  elders,  let 
him  go  up,  but  stand  far  off,  according 
to  the  measure  of  his  purification.  .  .  . 
But  if  any  one  is  an  evil  and  savage 
beast,  and  quite  incapable  of  science 
and  theology;  let  him  stand  off  still 
further,  and  depart  from  the  mount;  or 
he  will  be  stoned  and  crushed  ;  for  the 
wicked  shall  be  miserably  destroyed. 
For  as  stones  for  the  bestial  are  true 
words  and  strong.  Whether  he  be 


leopard,  let  him  die  spots  and  all,”  &c. 
&c.  Orat.  28.  2. 

S  The  Arians  argued  that  the  word 
Ingenerate  implied  generate  or  creature 
as  its  correlative,  and  therefore  indi¬ 
rectly  signified  Creator;  so  that  the 
Son  being  not  ingenerate,  was  not  the 
Creator.  Athan.  answers,  that  in  the 
use  of  the  word,  whether  there  be  a  Son 
does  not  come  into  the  question.  As  the 
idea  of  Father  and  Son  does  not  in¬ 
clude  creation,  so  that  of  creator  and 
creature  does  not  include  generation  ; 
and  it  would  be  as  illogical  to  infer 
that  there  are  no  creatures  because 
there  is  a  Son,  as  that  there  is  no  Son 
because  there  are  creatures.  Or,  more 
closely,  as  a  thing  generate,  though 
not  the  Father,  is  not  therefore  Son,  so 
the  Son  though  not  Ingenerate  is  not 
therefore  a  thing  generate,  vid.  p.  33, 
note  r. 
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54  In  generate  does  not  exclude  the  idea  of  Son  hut  of  creature. 

•  God,  yet  might  cherish  a  concealed  blasphemy  against  the 
-  Lord,  and  under  this  covering  might  teach  it  to  others. 

3.  However,  on  the  detecting  of  this  sophism,  what  remains 
to  them  ?  “  We  have  found  another,”  say  the  evil-doers  ;  and 
then  proceed  to  add  to  what  they  have  said  already,  that 
Ingenerate  means  what  has  no  author  of  being,  but  stands 
itself  in  this  relation  to  things  generate.  Unthankful,  and 
in  truth  deaf  to  the  Scriptures !  who  do  every  thing,  and 
say  every  thing,  not  to  honour  God,  but  to  dishonour 
the  Son,  ignorant  that  he  who  dishonours  the  Son,  dis¬ 
honours  the  Father.  For  first,  even  though  they  denote 
God  in  this  way,  still  the  Word  is  not  proved  to  be 
of  things  generated.  For  if  He  be  Hewed  as  offspring  of  the 
substance  of  the  Father,  He  is  of  consequence  with  Him 
eternally.  For  this  name  of  offspring  does  not  detract  from 
the  nature  of  the  Word,  nor  does  Ingenerate  take  its  sense 
from  contrast  with  the  Son,  but  with  the  things  which  come 
to  be  through  the  Son ;  and  as  he  who  addresses  an 
architect,  and  calls  him  framer  of  house  or  city,  does  not 
under  this  designation  allude  to  the  son  who  is  begotten  from 
him,  but  on  account  of  the  art  and  science  which  he  displays 
in  his  work,  calls  him  artificer,  signifying  thereby  that  he  is 
not  such  as  the  things  made  by  him,  and  while  he  knows  the 
nature  of  the  builder,  knows  also  that  he  whom  he  begets  is 
other  than  his  works ;  and  in  regard  to  his  son  calls  him 
father,  but  in  regard  to  his  works,  creator  and  maker ;  in  like 
manner  he  who  says  in  this  sense  that  God  is  ingenerate, 
names  Him  from  His  works,  signifying,  not  only  that  He  is 
not  generate,  but  that  He  is  maker  of  things  which  are  so; 
yet  is  aware  withal  that  the  Word  is  other  than  the  things 
generate,  and  alone  a  proper1  offspring  of  the  Father,  through 
whom  all  things  came  to  be  and  consist h. 

4.  In  like  manner,  when  the  Prophets  spoke  of  God  as  All- 
powerful,  they  did  not  so  name  Him,  as  if  the  Word  were 
included  in  that  All2;  (for  they  knew  that  the  Son  was  other  than 
things  generate,  and  Sovereign  over  them  Himself,  according 
to  His  likeness  to  the  Father ;)  but  because  He  is  Sovereign 
over  all  things  which  through  the  Son  He  has  made,  and 

h  The  whole  of  this  passage  is  re-  particular  argument,  Basil  also,  contr. 
peated  in  Orat.  i.  33.  &c.  vid.  for  this  Eunom.  i.  16. 


As  1  Lord  of  Hosts'  does  not  exclude  a  Son,  so  not  Ingenerate.  55 


has  given  the  authority  of  all  things  to  the  Son,  and  having  Chap. 
given  it,  is  Himself  once  more  the  Lord  of  all  things  through  the  ■  VII‘ 
Word.  Again,  when  they  called  God,  Lord  of  the  powers x, 1  e- 
they  said  not  this  as  if  the  Word  was  one  of  those  powers, 
but  because,  while  He  is  Father  of  the  Son,  He  is  Lord  of 
the  powers  which  through  the  Son  have  come  to  be.  For 
again,  the  Word  too,  as  being  in  the  Father,  is  Lord  of  them  all, 
and  Sovereign  over  all ;  for  all  things,  whatsoever  the  Father 
hath,  are  the  Son’s.  This  then  being  the  force  of  such  titles, 
in  like  manner  let  a  man  call  God  ingenerate,  if  it  so  please 
him ;  not  however  as  if  the  Word  were  of  generate  things,  but 
because,  as  I  said  before,  God  not  only  is  not  generate,  but 
through  His  proper  Word  is  He  the  maker  of  things  which  are 
so.  For  though  the  Father  be  called  such,  still  the  Word  is  the 
Father’s  Image  and  one  in  substance  with  Him;  and  being 
His  Image,  He  must  be  distinct  from  things  generate,  and  from 
every  thing ;  for  whose  Image  He  is,  to  Him  hath  He  it  to  be 
proper2  and  to  be  like:  so  that  he  who  calls  the  Father  ingene- 2 Pri¬ 
vate  and  almighty,  perceives  in  the  Ingenerate  and  the  Almighty, Tr,Ta 
His  Word  and  His  Wisdom,  which  is  the  Son.  But  these 
wondrous  men,  and  prompt  for  irreligion,  hit  upon  the  term 
Ingenerate,  not  as  caring  for  God’s  honour,  but  from  male¬ 
volence  towards  the  Saviour ;  for  if  they  had  regard  to 
honour  and  blessing,  it  rather  had  been  right  and  good  to 
acknowledge  and  to  call  God  Father,  than  to  give  Him 
this  name ;  for  in  calling  God  ingenerate,  they  are,  as  I  said 
before,  calling  Him  from  things  which  came  to  be,  and  as 
a  Maker  only,  that  so  they  may  imply  the  Word  to  be  a  work 
after  their  own  pleasure ;  but  he  who  calls  God  Father,  in 
Him  withal  signifies  His  Son  also,  and  cannot  fail  to  know 
that,  whereas  there  is  a  Son,  through  this  Son  all  things  that 


came  to  be  were  created. 

5.  Therefore  it  will  be  much  more  accurate  to  denote  God  §.  31. 
from  the  Son  and  to  call  Him  Father,  than  to  name  Him 
and  call  Him  Ingenerate  from  His  works  only ;  for  the  latter 
term  refers  to  the  works  that  have  come  to  be  at  the  will  of 
God  through  the  Word,  but  the  name  of  Father  points  out 
the  proper  offspring  from  His  substance.  Aud  whereas  the 
Word  surpasses  things  genei'ate,  by  so  much  and  more  also 
doth  calling  God  Father  surpass  the  calling  Him  Ingenerate; 


5(>  Father,  not  Ingenerate,  Hie  Scripture  term. 

NDefN”  *or  the  latter  is  unscriptural  an<l  suspicious,  as  it  has  various 
senses ;  but  the  former  is  simple  and  scriptural,  and  more 
accurate,  and  alone  implies  the  Son.  And  “  Ingenerate”  is 
a  word  of  the  Greeks  who  know  not  the  Son :  but  “  Fathei’” 
has  beeix  acknowledged  and  vouchsafed  by  our  Lord  ;  for  lie, 
Johnix,  knowing  Himself  whose  Son  He  was,  said,  I  in  the  Father 
JohnIO, a>}d  ^ie  Father  in  Me;  and,  He  that  hath  seen  Me  hath 
'!0'  seen  the  Father;  and,  I  and  the  Father  are  one;  but  no 
where  is  He  found  to  call  the  Father  Ingenerate.  Moreover, 
when  He  teaches  us  to  pi'ay,  lie  says  not,  “  When  ye  pray, 
Mat.  6,  say,  O  God  Ingenerate,’  but  rather,  When  ye  pray ,  say ,  Our 
Father,  which  art  in  heaven.  And  it  was  His  Will,  that  the 
Summary  of  our  faith  should  have  the  same  bearing.  For 
He  has  bid  us  be  baptized,  not  in  the  name  of  Ingenerate 
and  generate,  not  into  the  name  of  uncreate  and  creature,  but 
into  the  name  of  Fathei’,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost';  for  with 
such  an  nitiation  we  too  ai’e  made  sons  verily k,  and  using  the 


1  And  so  St.  Basil,  “  Our  faith  was 
not  in  Framer  and  Work,  but  in  Father 
and  Son  were  we  sealed  through  the 
grace  in  baptism.”  contr.  Eunom.  ii.  22. 
And  a  somewhat  similar  passage  occurs 
Orat.  ii.  §.  41. 

k  i Aovtuifitfa  iXr,Sus.  This  strong 
term  “  truly”  or  “  verily”  seems  taken 
from  such  passages  as  speak  of  the 
“  grace  and  truth”  of  the  Gospel,  John 

i.  12 — 17.  Again  St.  Basil  says,  that 
we  are  sons,  xvglus,  “  properly,”  and 
kbutu;  “  primarily,”  in  opposition  to 
rjur/xif,  “figuratively,” c-ontr.  Eunom. 

ii.  23.  St.  Cyril  too  says,  that  we  are 
sons “  naturally  ’"ipvirixds  as  well  as  xxra 
;£«£<»,  vid.  Suicer  Thesaur.  v.  vies.  i.  3. 
Of  these  words,  aXr,fus.  (fvnxus  xv^lus, 
and  ■eecirus,  the  first  two  are  commonly 
reserved  for  our  Lord  ;  e.  g.  iXntus 
vler,  Orat.  ii.  $.  37.  r,fxus  vie)  evx  us 
ixiives  Qveti  xa)  aXr.ltia,  iii.  §.  19. 
Hilary  seems  to  deny  us  the  title  of 
“  proper”  sons  ;  de  Trin.  xii.  15;  but 
his  “  proprium”  is  a  translation  of 7J/„, 
not  xvelus.  And  when  Justin  says  of 
Christ,  o  fioees  Xtye'fittes  xvelus  vies. 
Apol.  ii.  0.  xvelus  seems  to  be  used 
in  reference  to  the  word  xveles  Lord, 
which  he  has  just  been  rising,  xvueXe- 
ydi,  being  sometimes  used  by  him  as 
others  in  the  sense  of  “  naming  as 
Lord,”  like  tieXeyiir.  vid.  Tryph.  56. 


There  is  a  passage  in  Justin’s  ad 
Grsee.  21.  where  he  (or  the  writer) 
when  speaking  of  \yu  tlui  o  ue,  uses 
the  word  in  the  same  ambiguous  sense; 
tvon  yae  ovefia  It)  6sev  xveieXeyueixi 
Sware »,  21  ;  as  if  xveies,  the  Lord, 
by  which  “  I  am”  is  translated, 
were  a  sort  of  symbol  of  that  proper 
name  of  God  which  cannot  be  given. 
But  to  return  ;  the  true  doctrine 
then  is,  that,  whereas  there  is  a  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  sense  in  which  the 
word  Son  is  used,  primary  when  it  has 
its  formal  meaning  of  continuation 
of  nature,  and  secondary  when  it  is 
used  nominally,  or  for  an  external 
resemblance  to  the  first  meaning,  it 
is  applied  to  the  regenerate,  not  in 
the  secondary  sense,  but  in  the 
primary.  St.  Basil  and  St.  Gre¬ 
gory  IS’yssen  consider  Son  to  be  “  a 
term  of  relationship  according  to  na¬ 
ture," ’  (vid.  supr.  p.  16,  note  k.)  also 
Basil  in  Psalm  28,  1.  The  actual 
presence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  rege¬ 
nerate  in  substance,  (vid.  Cyril.  Dial.  7. 
p.  638.)  constitutes  this  relationship  of 
nature ;  and  hence  after  the  words 
quoted  from  St.  Cyril  in  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  this  note,  in  which  he 
says,  that  we  are  sons,  ifveixus,  he  pro¬ 
ceeds,  “  naturally,  because  we  are  in 
Him,  and  in  Him  alone.”  vid.  Athan.’s 


Novel  terms  of  heresy  met  by  new  terms  of  orthodoxy.  57 
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name  of  the  Father,  we  acknowledge  from  that  name,  the  Word  Chap. 
in  the  Father.  But  if  Fie  wills  that  we  should  call  His  own  . 
Father  our  Father,  we  must  not  on  that  account  measure 
ourselves  with  the  Son  according  to  nature,  for  it  is  because 
of  the  Son  that  the  Father  is  so  called  by  us ;  for  since  the 
Word  bore  our  body  and  came  to  be 1  in  us,  therefore  by  reason 
of  the  Word  in  us,  is  God  called  our  Father.  For  the  Spirit 
of  the  Word  in  us,  names  through  us  His  own  Father  as 
ours,  which  is  the  Apostle’s  meaning  when  he  says,  God 
hath  sent  forth  the  Spirit  of  His  Son  into  your  hearts , 
crying,  Abba,  Father. 

6.  But  perhaps  being  refuted  as  touching  the  term  Ingenerate 
also,  they  will  say,  according  to  their  evil  nature,  “  It  behoved, 
as  regards  our  Ford  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  also,  to  state 
from  the  Scriptures2  what  is  there  written  of  Him,  and  not  toZsuPr-P 
introduce  unscriptural  expressions.”  Yes,  it  behoved,  say  I 
too ;  for  the  tokens  of  truth  are  more  exact  as  drawn  from 
Scripture,  than  from  other  sources1;  but  the  ill  disposition 
and  the  versatile  and  crafty  irreligion  of  the  Eusebians,  com¬ 
pelled  the  Bishops,  as  I  said  before,  to  publish  more  dis- 
tinctlv  the  terms  which  overthrow  their  irreligion  ;  and  what 
the  Council  did  write  has  already  been  shewn  to  have  an 
orthodox  sense,  while  the  Arians  have  been  shewn  to  be 
corrupt  in  their  expressions,  and  evil  in  their  dispositions. 
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§.  32. 


52. 


words  which  follow  in  the  text  at 
the  end  of  §.  31.  And  hence  Nys- 
sen  lays  down,  as  a  received  truth, 
that  “  to  none  does  the  term  ‘  proper,’ 
xu^t&iTaTdv)  apply,  but  to  one  in  whom 
the  name  responds  with  truth  to  the 
nature,”  contr.  Eunom.  iii.  p.  123. 
And  he  also  implies,  p.  117,  the  inti¬ 
mate  association  of  our  sonship  with 
Christ’s,  when  he  connects  together 
regeneration  with  our  Lord’s  eternal 
generation,  neither  being  Jii  t ttlovt, 
or,  of  the  will  of  the  flesh.  If  it  be 
asked,  what  the  distinctive  words  are 
which  are  incommunicably  the  Son’s, 
since  so  much  is  man’s,  it  is  obvious 
to  answer,  Tiict  uis  and  /xsioy which 
are  in  Scripture,  and  the  symbols  “  of 
the  substance,”  and  “  one  in  substance,” 
of  the  Council ;  and  this  is  the  value  of 
the  Council’s  phrases,  that,  while  they 
guard  the  Son’s  divinity,  they  allow 
full  scope,  without  risk  of  entrenching 


on  it,  to  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the 
fulness  of  the  Christian  privileges,  vid. 
supr.  p.  32.  note  q. 

1  “  The  holy  and  inspired  Scriptures 
are  sufficient  of  themselves  for  the 
preaching  of  the  truth ;  yet  there  are 
also  many  treatises  of  our  blessed 
teachers  composed  for  this  purpose.” 
contr.  Gent.  init.  “  For  studying  and 
mastering  the  Scriptures,  there  is  need 
of  a  good  life  and  a  pure  soul,  and 
virtue  according  to  Christ,”  Incarn.  57. 
“  Since  divine  Scriptures  is  more  suf¬ 
ficient  than  any  thing  elsp,  I  recom¬ 
mend  persons  who  wish  to  know  fully 
concerning  these  things,”  (the  doctrine 
of  the  blessed  Trinity,)  “  to  read  the 
divine  oracles,”  ad  Ep.  ,iEg.  4.  “  The 
Scriptures  are  sufficient  for  teaching ; 
hut  it  is  good  for  us  to  exhort  each 
other  in  the  faith  and  to  refresh  each 
other  with  discourses.”  Vit.  S.  Ant.  16, 
And  passim  in  Athan. 
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Conclusion. 


Nicen 

Dee. 


Jer.  13, 
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•The  term  Ingenerate,  having  its  own  sense,  and  admitting  of 
a  religious  use,  they  nevertheless,  according  to  their  own  idea, 
and  as  they  will,  use  for  the  dishonour  of  the  Saviour,  all  for 
the  sake  of  contentiously  maintaining,  like  giants  m,  their  fight 
with  God.  But  as  they  did  not  escape  condemnation  when 
they  adduced  these  former  phrases,  so  when  they  misconceive 
of  the  Ingenerate  which  in  itself  admits  of  being  used  well 
and  religiously,  they  were  detected,  being  disgraced  before 
all,  and  their  heresy  every  where  proscribed. 

7.  This  then,  as  1  could,  have  I  related,  by  way  of  explain¬ 
ing  what  was  formerly  done  in  the  Council ;  but  I  know  that 
the  contentious  among  Christ’s  foes  will  not  be  disposed  to 
change  even  after  hearing  this,  but  will  ever  search  about 
for  other  pretences,  and  for  others  again  after  those.  For 
as  the  Prophet  speaks,  If  the  Ethiopian  change  his  skin,  or 
the  leopard  his  spots,  then  will  they  be  willing  to  tliink 
religiously,  who  have  been  instructed  in  irreligion.  Thou 
however,  Beloved,  on  receiving  this,  read  it  by  thyself ;  and 
if  thou  approvest  of  it,  read  it  also  to  the  brethren  who 
happen  to  be  present,  that  they  too  on  hearing  it,  may 
welcome  the  Council’s  zeal  for  the  truth,  and  the  exactness 
of  its  sense ;  and  may  condemn  that  of  Christ’s  foes,  the 
Arians,  and  the  futile  pretences,  which  for  the  sake  of  their 
irreligious  heresy  they  have  been  at  the  pains  to  frame  for 
each  other;  because  to  God  and  the  Father  is  due  the 
glory,  honour,  and  worship  with  His  co-existent  Son  and 
Word,  together  with  the  All-holy  and  Life-giving  Spirit,  now 
and  unto  endless  ages  of  ages.  Amen. 


m  And  so,  Orat.  ii.  §.  32.  Kara  robs 
f*v$tuof&itaut  ylyatra;.  And  so  N  azi  ari¬ 
zen,  Orat.  43.  26.  speaking  of  the  dis¬ 
orderly  Bishops  during  the  Arian 


ascendancy.  Also  Socr.  v.  10.  p.  268. 
d.  Sometimes  the  Scripture  giants  are 
spoken  of,  sometimes  the  mythologi¬ 
cal. 


APPENDIX. 


LETTER  OF  EUSEBIUS  OF  C.ESAREA  TO  THE  PEOPLE  OF  HIS 

DIOCESE  \ 

1.  What  was  transacted  concerning  ecclesiastical  faith  atAppEN- 
the  Great  Council  assembled  at  Nicaea,  you  have  probably  -°IX' 
learned,  Belo\ed,  from  other  sources,  rumour  being  wont 

to  precede  the  accurate  account  of  what  is  doing.  But 
lest  in  such  reports  the  circumstauces  of  the  case  have  been 
misrepresented,  we  have  been  obliged  to  transmit  to  you, 
first,  the  formula  of  faith  presented  by  ourselves,  and  next, 
the  second,  which  the  Fathers  put  forth  with  some  additions 
to  our  words.  Our  own  paper  then,  which  was  read  in  the 
presence  of  our  most  pious b  Emperor,  and  declared  to  be 
good  and  unexceptionable,  ran  thus  : — 

2.  As  we  have  received  from  the  Bishops  who  preceded,  us  and  §.  2. 
in  our  first  catechisings,  and  when  we  received  the  Holy  Laver, 


a  This  Letter  is  also  found  in  Socr. 
Hist.  i.  8.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  Gelas.  Hist. 
Nic.  ii.  34.  p.  442.  Niceph.  Hist.  viii. 
22. 

b  And  so  infr.  “  most  pious,”  §.  4. 
“  most  wise  and  most  religious,”  ibid. 
“  most  religious,”  §.  8.  §.  10.  Euse¬ 
bius  observes  in  lus  Vit.  Const,  the 
same  tone  concerning  Constantine,  and 
assigns  to  him  the  same  office  in  deter¬ 
mining  tbe  faith  (being  as  yet  un¬ 
baptized).  E.  g.  “  When  there  were  dif¬ 
ferences  between  persons  of  different 
countries,  as  if  some  common  bishop 
appointed  by  God,  he  convened  Coun¬ 
cils  of  God’s  ministers;  and  not  dis¬ 
daining  to  be  present  and  to  sit  amid 
their  conferences,”  &c.  i.  44.  When 
he  came  into  the  Nicene  Council,  “  it 
was,”  says  Eusebius,  “  as  some  hea¬ 
venly  Angel  of  God,”  iii.  10.  alluding 


to  the  brilliancy  of  the  imperial  purple. 
He  confesses,  however,  he  did  not  sit 
down  until  the  Bishops  bade  him. 
Again  at  the  same  Council,  “  with 
pleasant  eyes  looking  serenity  itself  into 
them  all,  collecting  himself,  and  in  a 
quiet  and  gentle  voice”  he  made  an 
oration  to  the  Fathers  upon  peace. 
Constantine  had  been  an  instrument  in 
conferring  such  vast  benefits,  humanly 
speaking,  on  the  Christian  body,  that  it 
is  not  wonderful  that  other  writers  of  the 
day  besides  Eusebius  should  praise  him. 
Hilar)-  speaks  of  him  as  “  of  sacred 
memory,”  Fragm.  5.  init.  Athanasius 
calls  him  “  most  pious,”  Apol.  contr. 
Arian.  9.  “  of  blessed  memory,”  ad  Ep. 
./Eg.  18.  19.  Epipbanius  “  most  re¬ 
ligious  and  of  ever-blessed  memory,” 
Haer.  70.  9.  Posterity,  as  was  na¬ 
tural,  was  still  more  grateful. 


GO  Letter  of  Eusebius  of  Cassarca 

Nicen.  and  as  we  have  learned  from  the  divine  Scriptures,  and  as  we 

Def.  believed  and  taught  in  the  presbytery,  and  in  the  Episcopate  itself, 
so  believing  also  at  the  time  present,  we  report  to  you  our  faith, 
and  it  is  this ' : — 

§.  3.  We  believe  in  One  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  the  Maker  of 
all  things  visible  and  invisible. 

And  in  One  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Word  of  God,  God  from 
God,  Light  from  Light,  Life  from  Life,  Son  Only-begotten, 
first-born  of  every  creature,  before  all  the  ages,  begotten  from 
the  Father,  by  whom  also  all  things  were  made ;  who  for  our 
salvation  was  made  flesh,  and  lived  among  men,  and  suffered, 
and  rose  again  the  third  day,  and  ascended  to  the  Father,  and 
will  come  again  in  glory  to  judge  quick  and  dead. 

And  we  believe  also  in  One  Holy  Ghost;  believing  each  of 
These  to  be  and  to  exist,  the  Father  truly  Father,  and  the  Son 
truly  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  truly  Holy  Ghost,  as  also  our 
Mat. 28,  Lord,  sending  forth  His  disciples  for  the  preaching,  said.  Go, 
teach  alt  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  Xame  of  the  Father,  ami 
of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Concerning  whom  we  con¬ 
fidently  affirm  that  so  we  hold,  and  so  we  think,  and  so  we  have 
held  aforetime,  and  we  maintain  this  faith  unto  the  death,  anathe¬ 
matizing  every  godless  heresy.  That  this  we  have  ever  thought 
from  our  heart  and  soul,  from  the  time  we  recollect  ourselves,  and 
now  think  and  say  in  truth,  before  God  Almighty  and  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  do  we  witness,  being  able  by  proofs  to  shew  and  to 
convince  you,  that,  even  in  times  past,  such  has  been  our  belief 
and  preaching. 

§.4.  3.  On  this  faith  being  publicly  put  forth  by  us,  no  room  for 


c  “  The  Children  of  the  Church  hare 
received  from  their  holy  Fathers,  that 
is,  the  holy  Apostles,  to  guard  the  faith  ; 
and  withal  to  deliver  and  preach  it  to 
their  own  children - Cease  not,  faith¬ 

ful  and  orthodox  men,  thus  to  speak, 
and  to  teach  the  like  from  the  divine 
Scriptures,  and  to  walk,  and  to  cate¬ 
chise,  to  the  confirmation  of  yourselves 
and  those  who  hear  you  ;  namely,  that 
holy  faith  of  the  Catholic  Church,  as 
the  holy  and  only  Virgin  of  God  re¬ 
ceived  its  custody  from  the  holy  Apostles 
of  the  Lord ;  and  thus,  in  the  case  of 
each  of  those  who  are  under  cate¬ 
chising,  who  are  to  approach  the  Holy 
Laver,  ye  ought  not  only  to  preach 
faith  to  your  children  in  the  Lord,  but 
also  to  teach  them  expressly,  as  your 
common  mother  teaches,  to  say:  •  We 
believe  in  One  God,’”  &c.  Epiph. 
Ancor.  119  fin.  who  thereupon  proceeds 
to  give  at  length  the  Niceno-Constan- 
tinopolitan  Creed.  And  so  Athan. 
speaks  of  the  orthodox  faith,  as  “  is¬ 


suing  from  Apostolical  teaching  and 
the  Fathers’  tradition,  and  confirmed 
by  New  and  Old  Testament.”  ad 
Adelph.  6.  init.  Cyril  Hier.  too  as 
“  declared  by  the  Church  and  esta¬ 
blished  from  all  Scripture.”  Cat.  v.  12. 
“  Let  us  guard  with  vigilance  what  we 
have  received. . .  .What  then  have  we 
received  from  the  Scriptures  but  alto¬ 
gether  this?  that  God  made  the  world 
by  the  Word,”  &c.  tkc.  Procl.  ad  Ar¬ 
men.  p.  612.  “  That  God,  the  Word, 

after  the  union  remained  such  as  He 
was,  &c.  so  clearly  hath  divine  Scrip¬ 
ture,  and  moreover  the  doctors  of  the 
Churches,  and  the  lights  of  the  world 
taught  us.”  Theodor.  Dial.  3.  init. 
“  That  it  is  the  tradition  of  the  Fathers 
is  not  the  whole  of  our  case;  for  they 
too  followed  the  meaning  of  Scripture, 
starting  from  the  testimonies,  which 
just  now  we  laid  before  you  from  Scrip¬ 
ture.”  Basil  de  Sp.  §.  16".  vid.  also  a  re¬ 
markable  passage  in  de  Synod.  §.  6.  fin. 
infra. 
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to  Hie  people  of  his  Diocese. 

contradiction  appeared;  but  our  most  pious  Emperor,  before  Appen- 
any  one  else,  testified  that  it  comprised  most  orthodox  state-  mx'- 
ments.  He  confessed  moreover  that  such  were  his  own 
sentiments,  and  he  advised  all  present  to  agree  to  it,  and  to 
subscribe  its  articles  and  to  assent  to  them,  with  the  insertion 
of  the  single  word,  One  in  substance,  which  moreover  he 
interpreted  as  not  in  the  sense  of  the  affections  of  bodies, 
nor  as  if  the  Son  subsisted  from  the  Father,  in  the  way  of 
division,  or  any  severance ;  for  that  the  immaterial,  and 
intellectual,  and  incorporeal  nature  could  not  be  the  subject 
of  any  corporeal  affection,  but  that  it  became  us  to  conceive 
of  such  things  in  a  divine  and  ineffable  manner.  And  such 
were  the  theological  remarks  of  our  most  wise  and  most 
religious  Emperor ;  but  they,  with  a  view  to  the  addition  of 
One  in  substance,  drew  up  the  following  formula : — 


4.  The  Faith  dictated  in  the  Council. 

“  We  believe  in  One  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  Maker  of  all 
things  visible  and  invisible : — 

“  And  in  One  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  begotten  of 
the  Father,  Only-begotten,  that  is,  from  the  Substance  of  the 
Father;  God  from  God,  Light  from  Light,  Very  God  from  Very 
God,  begotten  not  made.  One  in  substance  with  the  Father,  by 
whom  all  things  were  made,  both  things  in  heaven  and  things  in 
earth;  who  for  us  men  and  for  our  salvation  came  down  and 
was  made  flesh,  was  made  man,  suffered,  and  rose  again  the  third 
day,  ascended  into  heaven,  and  cometh  to  judge  quick  and  dead. 

“  And  in  the  Holy  Ghost. 

“  But  those  who  say,  ‘  Once  He  was  not,’  and  £  Before  His 
generation  He  was  not,’  and  ‘  He  came  to  be  from  nothing,’  or 
those  who  pretend  that  the  Son  of  God  is  ‘  Of  other  subsistence  or 
substance11,’  or  ‘  created,’  or  ‘  alterable,’  or  ‘mutable,’  the  Catholic 
Church  anathematizes.” 


5.  On  their  dictating  this  formula,  we  did  not  let  it  §.  5. 
pass  without  inquiry  in  what  sense  they  introduced  “  of  the 
substance  of  the  Father,”  and  “  one  in  substance  with  the 
Father.”  Accordingly  questions  and  explanations  took  place, 


d  The  only  clauses  of  the  Creed  the  former  shall  be  reserved  for  a  later 
which  admit  of  any  question  in  their  part  of  the  volume ;  the  latter  is  treated 
explanation,  are  the  “He  was  not  of  in  a  note  at  the  end  of  this  Treatise ; 
before  His  generation,”  and  “  of  other  infr.  p.  6<i. 
subsistence  or  substance.”  Of  these 


62  letter  of  Eusebius  of  C astir ea, 

Nicen.  and  the  meaning  of  the  words  underwent  the  scrutiny  of 

I>EF—  reason.  And  they  professed,  that  the  phrase  “  of  the  sub¬ 
stance”  was  indicative  of  the  Son’s  being  indeed  from  the 
Father,  yet  without  being  as  if  a  part  of  Him.  And  with 
this  understanding  we  thought  good  to  assent  to  the  sense  of 
such  religious  doctrine,  teaching,  as  it  did,  that  the  Son  was 
from  the  Father,  not  however  a  part  of  His  substance".  On 
this  account  we  assented  to  the  sense  ourselves,  without 
declining  even  the  term  “  One  in  substance,”  peace  being 
the  object  which  we  set  before  us,  and  stedfastness  in  the 
orthodox  view. 

§.6.  6.  In  the  same  way  we  also  admitted  “  begotten,  not 

made ;”  since  the  Council  alleged  that  “  made”  was  an  ap¬ 
pellative  common  to  the  other  creatures  which  came  to  be 
through  the  Son,  to  whom  the  Son  had  no  likeness.  Where¬ 
fore,  said  they,  He  was  not  a  work  resembling  the  things 
which  through  Him  came  to  be1,  but  was  of  a  substance 


e  Eusebius  does  not  commit  himself 
to  any  positive  sense  in  which  the 
formula  “  of  the  substance”  is  to  he 
interpreted,  hut  only  says  what  it  does 
not  mean.  His  comment  on  it  is  “  of 
the  Father,  hut  not  as  a  part;”  where, 
what  is  not  negative,  instead  of  being 
an  explanation,  is  but  a  recurrence  to 
the  original  words  of  Scripture,  of 
which  i|  ovrias  itself  is  the  explanation ; 
a  curious  inversion.  Indeed  it  is  very 
doubtful  whether  he  admitted  the 
ovrla-s  at  all.  He  says,  that  the  Son  is 
not  like  the  radiance  of  light  so  far  as 
this,  that  the  radiance  is  an  inseparable 
accident  of  substance,  whereas  the  Son 
is  by  the  Father’s  will,  yiuft.ni  xa) 
W£«ac/f[irjv,Deinostr.Ev.  iv,3.  And  though 
he  insists  on  our  Lord  being  alone,  lx 
hsu  yet  he  means  in  the  sense  which 
Athan.  refutes,  supr.  §.  7.  viz.  that  He 
alone  was  created  immediately  from 
God,  rid.  next  note  f.  It  is  true  that 
he  plainly  condemns  with  the  Nicene 
Creed  the  I'i  °vx  Sirui  of  the  Arians, 
“  out  of  nothing,”  but  an  evasion  was 
at  hand  here  also ;  for  he  not  only  adds, 
according  to  Arian  custom,  ‘‘  as  others,” 
(vid.  note  following,)  but  he  has  a  theory 
that  no  being  whatever  is  out  of  nothing, 
for  non-existence  cannot  be  the  cause 
of  existence.  God,  he  says,  “  proposed 
His  own  will  and  power  as  a  sort  of 


matter  and  substance  of  the  production 
and  constitution  of  the  universe,  so  that 
it  is  not  reasonably  said,  that  any 
thing  is  out  of  nothing.  For  what  is 
from  nothing  cannot  be  at  all.  How 
indeed  can  nothing  be  to  any  thing  a 
cause  of  being  ?  but  all  that  is,  takes 
its  being  from  One  who  only  is,  and 
was,  who  also  said,  ‘  I  am  that  I  am.’  ” 
Demostr.  Ev.  iv.  1.  Again,  speaking 
of  our  Lord,  “  He  who  was  from  no¬ 
thing  wou'd  not  truly  be  Son  of  God, 
as  neither  is  any  other  of  things  gene¬ 
rate .”  Eccl.  Theol.  i.  9.  fin. 

1  Eusebius  distinctly  asserts,  Dem. 
Ev.  iv,  2.  that  our  Lord  is  a  creature. 
“  This  offspring,”  he  says,  “  did  He 
first  produce  Himself  fiom  Himself  as 
a  foundation  of  those  things  which 
should  succeed,  the  perfect  handywork, 
’bnftiei^ynit.a.,  of  the  Perfect,  and  the 
wise  structure,  ao^ir-ixTomft.u.,  of  the 
Wise,”  & c.  Accordingly  his  avowal 
in  the  text  is  but  the  ordinary  Arian 
evasion  of  “  an  offspring,  not  as  the 
offsprings.”  E.  g.  ‘‘It  is  not  without 
peril  to  say  recklessly  that  the  Son  is 
generate  out  of  nothing  similarly  to  the 
other  generates .”  Dem.  Ev.  v.  1.  vid. 
also  Eccl.  Theol.  i.  9.  iii.  2.  And  he 
considers  our  Lord  the  only  Son  hy  a 
div  ne  provision  similar  to  that  by  which 
there  is  only  one  sun  in  the  firmament, 
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which  is  too  high  for  the  level  of  any  work 1,  and  which  Appen- 
the  Divine  oracles  teach  to  have  been  generated  from  the  DIX~ 
Father8,  the  mode  of  generation  being  inscrutable  and  in-  '°>rtlLa 
calculable  to  every  generated  nature. 

7.  And  so  too  on  examination  there  are  grounds  for  saying,  §.  7. 
that  the  Son  is  “  one  in  substance”  with  the  Father;  not  in 
the  way  of  bodies,  nor  like  mortal  beings,  for  He  is  not  such 
by  division  of  substance,  or  by  severance 2,  no  nor  by  any 3  W 
affection3,  or  alteration,  or  changing  of  the  Father’s  substance 
and  power11,  (since  from  all  such  the  ingenerate  nature  of 


as  a  centre  of  light  and  heat.  “  Such 
an  Only-begotten  Son,  the  excellent 
artificer  of  His  will  and  operator,  did 
the  supreme  God  and  Father  of  that 
operator  Himself  first  of  all  beget, 
through  Him  and  in  Him  giving  sub¬ 
sistence  to  the  operative  words  (ideas 
or  causes)  of  things  which  were  to  be, 
and  casting  in  Him  the  seeds  of  the 
constitution  and  governance  of  the  uni¬ 
verse .Therefore  the  Father  being 
one,  it  behoved  the  Son  to  be  one  also ; 
but  should  any  one  object  that  He  con¬ 
stituted  not  more,  it  is  fitting  for  such 
a  one  to  complain  that  He  constituted 
not  more  suns,  and  moons,  and  worlds, 
and  ten  thousand  other  things.”  Dem. 
Ev.  iv.  5.  fin.  vid.  also  iv.  6. 

8  Eusebius  does  not  say  that  our 
Lord  is  front  the  substance  of  the 
Father,  hot  has  a  substance  from  the 
Father.  This  is  the  Semi-arian  doc¬ 
trine,  which,  whether  confessing  the 
Son  from  the  substance  of  the  Father 
or  not,  implied  that  His  substance  was 
not  the  Father’s  substance,  but  a 
second  substance.  The  same  doctrine 
is  found  in  the  Semi-arians  of  Ancyra, 
though  they  seem  to  have  confessed,  “  of 
the  substance.”  And  this  is  one  object 
of  the  i/ttcunoy,  to  hinder  the  confession 
“  of  the  substance”  from  implying  a 
second  substance,  which  was  not  ob¬ 
viated  or  was  even  encouraged  by  the 
ifuHvnoy.  The  Council  of  Ancyra, 
quoting  the  text  “  As  the  Father  hath 
life  in  Himself,  so,”  &c.  says,  “  since 
the  life  which  is  in  the  Father  means 
substance,  and  the  life  of  the  Only- 
begotten  which  is  begotten  from  the 
Father  means  substance,  the  word  ‘  so’ 
implies  a  likeness  of  substance  to  sub¬ 
stance.”  Hmr.  73.  10  fin.  Hence 
Eusebius  does  not  scruple  to  speak  of 
“  two  substances,”  and  other  writers  of 


three  substances,  contr.  Marc.  i.  4.  p. 
25.  He  calls  our  Lord  “  a  second 
substance.”  Dem.  Ev.  vi.  Prsef.  Prsep. 
Ev.  vii,  12.  p.  320.  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
a  third  substance,  ibid.  15.  p.  325.  This 
it  was  that  made  the  Latins  so  sus¬ 
picious  of  three  hypostases,  because  the 
Semi-arians,  as  well  as  they,  understood 
biroirritrii  to  mean  substance.  Eusebius 
in  like  manner  calls  our  Lord  “  another 
God,”  “  a  second  God.”  Dem.  Ev.  v. 
4.  p.  226.  v.  fin.  “  second  Lord.”  ibid. 
3  init.  6  fin.  “  second  cause.”  Dem. 
Ev.  v.  Praef.  vid.  also  Irtony  van 
to  xar  ovtriay  uoroxfifosyoy.  Dem.  Ev. 
V.  1.  p.  215.  xaf  \uvrov  ouciuf/tyoi.  ibid, 
iv.  3.  And  SO  tnooi  t ufa.  riy  turt^a. 
Eccl.  Theol.  i.  20.  p.  90.  and  &r)y  T&my 
ibid,  and  xa)  uQiffrw;  xa)  too 
rargof  uTU£%eoy  oxtos.  ibid.  Hence 
Athan.  insists  so  much,  as  in  this 
treatise,  on  our  Lord  not  being  external 
to  the  Father.  Once  admit  that  He 
is  in  the  Father,  and  we  may  call  the 
Father,  the  only  God,  for  He  is  in¬ 
cluded.  And  so  again  as  to  the  In¬ 
generate,  the  term  does  not  exclude  the 
Son,  for  He  is  generate  in  the  Ingene¬ 
rate. 

*>  This  was  the  point  on  which,  as 
we  have  partly  seen  already,  the  Semi- 
arians  made  their  principal  stand 
against  the  “  one  in  substance,” 
though  they  also  objected  to  it  as 
being  of  a  Sabellian  character.  E.  g. 
Euseb.  Demonstr.  iv.  3.  p.  148.  d.  p. 
149.  a.  b.  v.  1.  ]'.  218 — 215.  contr. 
Marcell.  i.  4.  p.  20.  Eccl.  Theol.  i.  12. 
p.  73.  in  laud.  Const,  p.  525.  de  Fide  i. 
ap.  Sirmond.  tom.  i.  p.  7.  de  Fide  ii.  p. 
16.  and  apparently  his  de  Incorporali. 
And  so  the  Semi-arians  at  Ancyra, 
Epiph.  Htcr.  73.  11.  p.  858.  a,  b.  And 
so  Meletius,  ibid.  p.  878  fin.  and  Cyril 
Hier.  Catech.  vii,  5.  xi,  18.  though  of 
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•the  Father  is  alien,)  but  because  “  one  in  substance  with  the 
•  Father”  suggests  that  the  Son  of  God  bears  no  resemblance 
to  the  generated  creatures,  but  that  to  llis  Father  alone  who 
begat  Him  is  He  in  every  way  assimilated,  and  that  He 
is  not  of  any  other  subsistence  and  substance,  but  from  the 
Father'.  To  which  term  also,  thus  interpreted,  it  appeared 
well  to  assent;  since  we  were  aware  that  even  among  the 
ancients,  some  learned  and  illustrious  Bishops  and  writers1 
have  used  the  term  “  one  in  substance,”  in  their  theological 
teaching  concerning  the  Father  and  Son. 

8.  So  much  then  be  said  concerning  the  faith  which  was 
published ;  to  which  all  of  us  assented,  not  without  inquiry, 
but  according  to  the  specified  senses,  mentioned  before  the 
most  religious  Emperor  himself,  and  justified  by  the  fore- 
mentioned  considerations.  And  as  to  the  anathematism 
published  by  them  at  the  end  of  the  Faith,  it  did  not  pain 
us,  because  it  forbade  to  use  words  not  in  Scripture,  from 
which  almost  all  the  confusion  and  disorder  of  the  Church 
have  come.  Since  then  no  divinely  inspired  Scripture  has 
used  the  phrases,  “  out  of  nothing,”  and  “  once  He  was  not,” 
and  the  rest  which  follow,  there  appeared  no  ground  for 
using  or  teaching  them ;  to  which  also  we  assented  as  a  good 
decision,  since  it  had  not  been  our  custom  hitherto  to  use 
these  terms. 

9.  Moreover  to  anathematize  “  Before  His  generation  He 
was  not,”  did  not  seem  preposterous,  in  that  it  is  confessed 


course  C atholics  would  speak  as  strongly 
on  this  point  as  their  opponents. 

5  Here  again  Eusebius  does  not  say 
“  from  the  Father’s  substance,”  hut 
“  not  frem  other  substance,  but  from  the 
Father.”  According  to  note  e.  supr.  he 
considered  the  will  of  God  a  certain  mat¬ 
ter  or  substance.  Montfaucon  in  loc.  and 
Collect.  JCov.  Prsef.  p.  xxvi.  translates 
without  warrant  “  ex  Patris  hypostasi 
et  substantia.”  As  to  the  Son's  perfect 
likeness  to  the  F ather  which  he  seems 
here  to  grant,  it  has  been  already 
shewn,  p.  35.  note  u,  how  the  admission 
was  evaded.  The  likeness  was  but 
a  likeness  after  its  own  kind,  as  a 
picture  is  of  the  original.  “  Though 
our  Saviour  Himself  teaches,''  he  says, 
“  that  the  Father  is  the  ‘  only  true 
God,’  still  let  me  not  be  backward  to 


confess  Him  also  the  true  God,  as  in  an 
image ,  and  that  possessed ;  so  that  the 
addition  of  1  only’  may  belong  to  the 
Father  alone  as  archetype  of  the  image 
. . .  .As,  supposing  one  king  held  sway, 
and  his  image  was  carried  about  into 
every  quarter,  no  one  in  his  right  mind 
would  say  that  those  who  held  sway 
were  two,  but  one  who  was  honoured 
through  His  image ;  in  like  manner,” 
&c.  de  Eccles.  Theol.  ii,  23.  vid.  ibid. 
7.  pp.  109.  111. 

k  Athanasius  in  like  manner,  ad 
Afros.  6.  speaks  of  testimony  of  an¬ 
cient  Bishops  about  130  years  since 
and  in  de  Syn.  §.  43.  of  “  long  before” 
the  Council  of  Antioch,  A.  D.  269.  viz. 
the  Dionvsii,  &c.  vid.  supra  p.  35.  note 
t. 
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by  all,  that  the  Son  of  God  was  before  the  generation  ac-AppEx- 
cording  to  the  flesh1.  Nay,  our  most  religious  Emperor  - DIX' 
did  at  the  time  prove,  in  a  speech,  that  He  was  in  being  §•  10. 
even  according  to  His  divine  generation  which  is  before 
all  ages,  since  even  before  He  was  generated  in  energy. 

He  was  in  virtue™  with  the  Father  ingenerately,  the  Father 
being  always  Father,  as  King  always,  and  Saviour  always, 
having  all  things  in  virtue,  and  being  always  in  the  same 
respects  and  in  the  same  way. 

10.  This  we  have  been  forced  to  transmit  to  you,  Beloved,  §•  li¬ 
as  making  clear  to  you  the  deliberation  of  our  inquiry  and 
assent,  and  how  reasonably  we  resisted  even  to  the  last 
minute  as  long  as  we  were  offended  at  statements  which 
differed  from  our  own,  but  received  without  contention  what 
no  longer  pained  us,  as  soon  as,  on  a  candid  examination  of 
the  sense  of  the  words,  they  appeared  to  us  to  coincide  with 
what  we  ourselves  have  professed  in  the  faith  which  we  have 
already  published. 


1  Socrates,  who  advocates  the  ortho¬ 
doxy  of  Eusebius,  leaves  out  this  he¬ 
terodox  paragraph  altogether.  Bull, 
however,  Defens.  F.  N.  iii.  9.  n.  3. 
thinks  it  an  interpolation.  Athanasius 
alludes  to  the  early  part  of  the  clause, 
supr.  p.  7.  and  ad  Syn.  §.  13.  where  he 
says,  that  Eusebius  implied  that  the 
Arians  denied  even  our  Lord’s  existence 
before  His  incarnation.  As  to  Con¬ 
stantine,  he  seems  to  have  been 
used  on  these  occasions  by  the  court 
Bishops  who  were  his  instructors, 
and  who  made  him  the  organ  of  their 
own  heresy.  LTpon  the  first  rise  of  the 
Arian  controversy  he  addressed  a  sort 
of  pastoral  letter  to  Alexander  and 
Arius,  telling  them  that  they  were 
disputing  about  a  question  of  wrords, 
and  recommending  them  to  drop  it  and 
live  together  peaceably.  Euseb.  vit.  C. 
ii.  69.  72. 

m  Theognis,  another  of  the  Nicene 
Arians,  says  the  same,  according  to  Phi- 
lostorgius ;  viz.  “  that  God  even  before 
H e  begat  the  Pon  was  a  F ather,  as  ha  ving 
the  power,  <Su»a//if  of  begetting.”  Hist, 
ii.  15.  Thougn  Bull  pronounces  such 
doctrine  to  be  heretical,  as  of  course  it  is, 
still  he  considers  that  it  expresses  what 
Uhcru'ise  stated  may  be  orthodox,  viz.  the 
doctrine  that  our  Lord  was  called  the 


Word  from  eternity,  and  the  Son  upon 
His  descent  to  create  the  worlds.  And 
he  acutely  and  ingeniously  interprets 
the  Arian  formula,  “  Before  His  gene¬ 
ration  He  was  not,”  to  support  this 
view.  Another  opportunity  will  occur 
of  giving  an  opinion  upon  this  question; 
meanwhile,  the  parallel  on  which  the 
heretical  doctrine  is  supported  in  the 
text  is  answered  by  many  writers,  on 
the  ground  that  Father  and  Son  are 
words  of  nature,  but  Creator,  King, 
Saviour,  are  external,  or  what  may  be 
called  accidental  to  Him.  Thus  Atha¬ 
nasius  observes,  that  Father  actually' 
implies  Son,  but  Creator  onlv  the  power 
to  create,  as  expressing  a  'hvtufut  “  a 
maker  is  before  his  works,  but  he  who 
says  Father,  forthwith  in  Father  implies 
the  existence  of  the  Son.”  Orat.  iii.  §. 
6.  vid.  Cyril  too,  Dial.  ii.  p.  459. 
Pseudo-Basil,  contr.  Eun.  iv.  1.  fin.  On 
the  other  hand  Origen  argues  the 
reverse  way,  that  since  God  is  eternally 
a  Father,  therefore  eternally  Creator 
also.  “  As  one  cannot  be  father  with¬ 
out  a  son,  nor  lord  without  possession, 
so  neither  can  God  be  called  Allpower¬ 
ful,  without  subjects  of  His  power 
Periarch.  i.  2.  n.  10.  hence  he  argued 
for  the  eternity  of  matter. 


NOTE  on  page  61. 

On  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  erepas  vTrcxrTxcrsoos  r,  ot5<r»«f  in 
the  Nicene  Anathema. 

Nicen.  Bishop  Bull  has  made  it  a  question,  whether  these  words  in  the 
Def-  Nicene  Creed  mean  the  same  thing,  or  are  to  be  considered  dis¬ 
tinct  from  each  other,  advocating  himself  the  latter  opinion  against 
Petavius.  The  history  of  the  word  v-rio-Tani  is  of  too  intricate  a 
character  to  enter  upon  here;  but  a  few  words  may  be  in  place 
in  illustration  of  its  sense  as  it  occurs  in  the  Creed,  and  with 
reference  to  the  view  taken  of  it  by  the  great  divine,  who  has 
commented  on  it. 

Bishop  Bull,  as  I  understand  him,  (Defens.  F.  N.  ii.  9-  §•  11.) 
considers  that  two  distinct  ideas  are  intended  by  the  words  tw-l* 
and  inrio-Tctcris ,  in  the  clause  e|  Wicu.-,  viroo-Tunus  r,  ovricts ;  as  if  the 
Creed  condemned  those  who  said  that  the  Son  was  not  from  the 
Father’s  substance,  and  those  also  who  said  that  He  was  not  from 
the  Father’s  hypostasis  or  subsistence ;  as  if  a  man  might  hold  at 
least  one  of  the  two  without  holding  the  other.  And  in  matter  of 
fact,  he  does  profess  to  assign  two  parties  of  heretics,  who  denied 
this  or  that  proposition  respectively. 

Petavius,  on  the  other  hand,  (de  Trin.  iv.  1.)  considers  that  the 
word  vn-iirTcuris,  is  but  another  term  for  and  that  not  two  but 
one  proposition  is  contained  in  the  clause  in  question ;  the  word 
vKoo-Tcitrii  not  being  publicly  recognised  in  its  present  meaning  till 
the  Council  of  Alexandria,  in  the  year  362.  Coustant.  (Epist. 
Pont.  Rom.  pp.  274.  290.  462.)  Tillemont,  (Memoires  S.  Denys. 
d'Alex.  §.  15.)  Huet,  (Origenian.  ii.  2.  n.  3.)  Thomassin,  (de 
Incarn.  iii.  1.)  and  Morinus,  (de  Sacr.  Ordin.  ii.  6)  take  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  view;  while  Maranus  (Praef.  ad  S.  Basil.  §.  1. 
tom.  3.  ed.  Bened.)  Natalis  Alexander,  Hist.  (Saec.  1.  Diss.  22.  circ. 
fin.)  Burton,  (Testimonies  to  the  Trinity,  No.  71.)  and  the  President 
of  Magdalen,  (Reliqu.  Sacr.  vol.  iii.  p.  189.)  differ  from  Petavius, 
if  they  do  not  agree  with  Bull. 

Bull’s  principal  argument  lies  in  the  strong  fact,  that  S.  Basil 
expressly  asserts,  that  the  Council  did  mean  the  two  terms  to  be 
distinct,  and  this  when  he  is  answering  the  Sabellians,  who 
grounded  their  assertion  that  there  was  but  one  uTrorTans,  on 
the  alleged  fact,  the  Council  had  used  ov<rl»  and  v*irTx<ris  indif¬ 
ferently. 

Bull  refers  also  to  Anastasius,  Hodeg.  21.  (22.  p.  343.?)  who  says, 
that  the  Nicene  Fathers  defined  that  there  are  three  hypostases  or 
Persons  in  the  Holy  Trinity.  Petavius  considers  that  he  derived 
this  from  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus,  a  writer  of  no  great  authority;  but, 
as  the  passage  occurs  in  Anastasius,  they  are  the  words  of  Andrew 
of  Samosata.  But  what  is  more  important,  elsewhere  Anastasius 
quotes  a  passage  from  Amphilochius  to  something  of  the  same  effect. 
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c.  10.  p.  16’4.  He  states  it  besides  himself,  c.  9-  p-  150.  and  c.  24. 
p.  364.  In  addition.  Bull  quotes  passages  from  S.  Dionysius  of 
Alexandria,  S.  Dionysius  of  Rome,  (vid.  above,  pp.  44 — 48. 
and  note  i.  p.  46.)  Eusebius  of  Caesarea,  and  afterwards  Origen  ; 
in  all  of  which  three  hypostases  being  spoken  of,  whereas,  anti¬ 
quity  early  or  late,  never  speaks  in  the  same  way  of  three  o vaiai, 
it  is  plain  that  Woo-rao-n  then  conveyed  an  idea  which  ova-la  did 
not.  To  these  may  be  added  a  passage  in  Athanasius,  in  Illud, 
Omnia,  &c.  §.  6. 

Bishop  Bull  adds  the  following  explanation  of  the  two  words  as 
they  occur  in  the  Creed :  he  conceives  that  the  one  is  intended  to 
reach  the  Arians,  and  the  other  the  Semi-arians  ;  that  the  Semi- 
arians  did  actually  make  a  distinction  between  ova-la  and  Woaraats, 
admitting  in  a  certain  sense  that  the  Son  was  from  the  Woo-raats  of 
the  Father,  while  they  denied  that  He  was  from  His  ova -ta. 
They  then  are  anathematized  in  the  words  s|  iri^as  ovalas  ;  and,  as 
he  would  seem  to  mean,  the  Arians  in  the  s|  IrEgas  W oardnas. 

Now  I  hope  it  will  not  be  considered  any  disrespect  to  so  great 
an  authority,  if  I  differ  from  this  view,  and  express  my  reasons 
for  doing  so. 

1.  First  then,  supposing  his  account  of  the  Semi-arian  doctrine 
ever  so  free  from  objection,  granting  that  they  denied  the  e|  ova- lea, 
and  admitted  the  e|  Won  anas,  3ret  who  are  they  who,  according  to 
his  view,  denied  the  e|  Woordatus,  or  said  that  the  Son  was  e|  iri^as 
Woo-Tutnas  ?  he  does  not  assign  any  parties,  though  he  implies 
the  Arians.  Yet  though,  as  is  notorious,  they  denied  the  i% 
ova- las,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  they  or  any  other  party 
of  Arians  maintained  specifically  that  the  Son  was  not  of  the 
Woo-Tcte-it,  or  subsistence  of  the  Father.  That  is,  the  hypothesis 
supported  by  this  eminent  divine,  does  not  answer  the  very  ques¬ 
tion  which  it  raises.  It  professes  that  those  who  denied  the  it, 
varoo-Tota-ta ;,  were  not  the  same  as  those  who  denied  the  i\  ovalas ; 
yet  it  fails  to  tell  us  who  did  deny  the  e|  Won  daws,  in  a  sense 
distinct  from  s|  o  vat  as. 

2.  Next,  his  only  proof  that  the  Semi-arians  did  hold  the  sg  Wo- 
a-rctc ius  as  distinct  from  the  sg  ovalas,  lies  in  the  circumstance,  that  the 
three  (commonly  called)  Semi-arian  confessions  of  A.D.  341,  344, 
351,  known  as  Mark’s  of  Arethusa,  the  Macrostiche,  and  the  first 
Sirmian,  anathematize  those  who  say  that  the  Son  is  lg  Irsgxs 
Woo-tdaius  xal  uh  lx.  aov  i:ov,  not  anathematizing  the  Eg  friga?  ovalas, 
which  he  infers  thence  was  their  own  belief.  Another  explanation 
of  this  passage  will  be  offered  presently ;  meanwhile,  it  is  well  to 
observe,  that  Hilary,  in  speaking  of  the  confession  of  Philippopolis 
which  was  taken  from  Mark’s,  far  from  suspecting  that  the  clause 
involved  an  omission,  defends  it  on  the  ground  of  its  retaining  the 
Anathema.de  Synod.  35.  thus  implying  that  tgl-ngx?  Woardasus  *.ul  i 
ex  tov  hov  was  equivalent  to  e|  ete gee?  Woradnas  vj  ova-lcts.  And  it  may 
be  added,  that  Athanasius  in  like  manner,  in  his  account  of  the 
Nicene  Council  above  translated,  (de  Decret.  §.  20.  fin.)  when 
repeating  its  anathema,  drops  the  i\  Wotr-rdnus  altogether,  and 
reads  rolls  Je  biyovTa s  OVK  ovtuv,  .  ...  it  arolrifoa,  it  \\  ete^x;  ovfixs, 
TOVTOVS  dvxQtUXuflt  K.  T.  X. 
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Nicen.  3.  Further,  Hull  gives  us  no  proof  whatever  that  the  Semi-arians 
•L>Et'~'  did  deny  the  \\  ovtr'.x-, ;  while  it  is  very  clear,  if  it  is  right  to  contra¬ 
dict  so  great  a  w  riter,  that  most  of  them  did  not  deny  it.  He  says 
that  it  is  "  certissimum”  that  the  heretics  who  wrote  the  three  con¬ 
fessions  above  noticed,  that  is,  the  Semi-arians,  “  nunquam  fassos, 
nunquam  fassuros  fuisse  filium  \\  ovrixz,  e  substantia,  Patris  pro- 
genitum.”  His  reason  for  not  offering  any  proof  for  this  naturally 
is,  that  Petavius,  with  whom  he  is  in  controversy,  maintains  it 
also,  and  he  makes  use  of  Petavius’s  admission  against  himself. 
Now  it  may  seem  bold  in  a  writer  of  this  day  to  differ  not  only  with 
Bull  but  with  Petavius  ;  but  the  reason  for  doing  so  is  simple  ;  it 
is  because  Athanasius  asserts  the  very  thing  which  Petavius  and 
Bull  deny,  and  Petavius  admits  that  he  does;  that  is,  he  allows  it  by 
implication  when  he  complains  that  Athanasius  had  not  got  to  the 
bottom  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Semi-arians,  and  thought  too  favour¬ 
ably  of  them.  “  Ilorum  Semi-arianorum,  quorum  antesignanus 

fuit  Basilius  Ancyrae  episcopus,  prorsus  obscura  fuit  haeresis . 

ut  lie  ipse  quidem  Athanasius  satis  illam  exploratam  habuerit.”  de 
Trin.  i.  x.  §.  7- 

Now  S.  Athanasius’s  words  are  most  distinct  and  express  ;  “  As 
to  those  who  receive  all  else  that  was  defined  at  Nica*a,  but  dis¬ 
pute  about  the  :  One  in  substance’  only,  we  must  not  feel  as 
towards  enemies  ....  for,  as  confessing  that  the  Son  is  from  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  Fa ‘her  and  not  of  other  subsidence,  o va-ixz  -coZ 

TrciTfi',  urxi,  xxi  p-. i  s|  £t vs  orn  ci.7-.uz  to»  vior,  .  . .  they  are  not  far 
from  receiving  the  phrase  ‘  One  in  substance’  also.  Such  is  Basil 
of  Ancyra,  in  what  he  has  written  about  the  faith.  ’  de  Syn. 
§.  41; — a  passage,  not  only  express  for  the  matter  in  hand,  but 
remarkable  too,  as  apparently  using  v7rc7TX7iz  and  oixrix  as  sy¬ 
nonymous,  which  is  the  main  point  which  Bull  denies.  What 
follows  in  Athanasius  is  equally  to  the  purpose:  he  urges  the 
Semi-arians  to  accept  the  opooirior,  in  consistency,  because  they 
maintain  the  s|  ovo7*s  and  the  cpuowior  would  not  sufficiently 
secure  it. 

Moreover  Hilary,  while  defending  the  Semi-arian  decrees  of 
Ancyra  or  Sirmium,  says  expressly,  that  according  to  them,  among 
other  truths,  “non  ereatura  est  Filius genitus,  sed  a  tialurd  Patris 
indiscreta  substantia  est.”  de  Syn.  27. 

Petavius,  however,  in  the  passage  to  which  Bull  appeals,  refers 
in  proof  of  his  view  of  Semi-arianism,  to  those  Ancyrene  do¬ 
cuments,  which  Epiphanius  has  preserved,  Ha-r.  73,  and  wrhich 
he  considers  to  shew,  that  according  to  the  Semi-arians  the  Son 
was  not  e|  ovsixz  toZ  sxt?oz.  He  says,  that  it  is  plain  from  their 
own  explanations  that  they  considered  our  Lord  to  be,  not  ix  t?s 
oiirix;,  but  ix  r ijs  cu.6ilTr,Toz  Qhe  does  not  say  yTTos-T xg-iuz,  as  Bull 
w  ishes]  roy  vxt£o;  and  that,  itt^yux  yinmix^,  which  was  one  of  the 
divine  iwytuu,  as  creation,  i  xtistixii,  was  another.  Yet  surely 
Epiphanius  does  not  bear  out  this  representation  better  than 
Athanasius;  since  the  Semi-arians,  whose  words  he  reports, 
speak  of  “  vior  opoior  xxi  xxt  ovsixr  ix  roy  sxsfoz,  p.  S25.  b. 

K  troipix  roy  trofoZ  vioz,  ovrix  oyj ixz-  p.  85”.  C.  xxt  ov-ixr  vior  roy 
0:oy  XXI  7TX1Q0;.  p.  85  1.  C.  i%0V7ix  cp.oZ  xxi  oVTict  orurfez  portytroZz  vioZ. 
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p.  858.  d.  besides  the  strong  word  yAnt>;,  ibid,  and  Athan.  de  Note. 
Syn.  §.  41.  not  to  insist  on  other  of  their  statements. 

The  same  fact  is  brought  before  us  even  in  a  more  striking  way 
in  the  conference  at  Constantinople,  A.  D.  360,  before  Constantius, 
between  the  Anomoeans  and  Semi-arians,  where  the  latter,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Theodoret,  shew  no  unwillingness  to  acknowledge 
even  the  ifiocvritu,  because  they  acknowledge  the  s|  ovrlx 5.  When 
the  Anomoeans  wished  the  former  condemned,  Silvanus  of  Tarsus 
said,  “  If  God  the  Word  be  not  out  of  nothing,  nor  a  creature,  nor 
of  other  substance,  0  veia.%,  therefore  is  He  one  in  substance,  oucovno;, 
with  God  who  begot  H  im,  as  God  from  God,  and  Light  from  Light, 
and  He  has  the  same  nature  with  His  Father.”  Hist  ii.  28.  Here 
again  it  is  observable,  as  in  the  passage  from  Athanasius  above, 
that,  while  apparently  reciting  the  Nicene  Anathema,  he  omits 
I uTrorTctTias,  as  if  it  were  superfluous  to  mention  a  synonyme. 

At  the  same  time  there  certainly  is  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
Semi-arians  approximated  towards  orthodoxy  as  time  went  on; 
and  perhaps  it  is  hardly  fair  to  determine  what  they  held  at 
Nicaea  by  their  statements  at  Ancyra,  though  to  the  latter  Peta- 
vius  appeals.  Several  of  the  most  eminent  among  them,  as  Mele- 
tius,  Cyril,  and  Eusebius  of  Samosata  conformed  soon  after;  on 
the  other  hand  in  Eusebius,  who  is  their  representative  at  N  icaea, 
it  will  perhaps  be  difficult  to  find  a  clear  admission  of  the  s|  ev<r/«;. 

But  at  an)'  rate  he  does  not  maintain  the  \%  inree-Tctnat ,  which  Bull’s 
theory  requires. 

On  various  grounds  then,  because  the  Semi-arians  as  a  body  did 
not  deny  the  otlcr/a?,  nor  confess  the  e|  v-roo-runas,  nor  the  Arians 
deny  it,  there  is  reason  for  declining  Bishop  Bull’s  explanation 
of  these  words  as  they  occur  in  the  Creed ;  and  now  let  us 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  the  authorities  on  which  that  ex¬ 
planation  rests. 

As  to  Gelasius,  Bull  himself  does  not  insist  upon  his  testimony, 
and  Anastasius  is  too  late  to  be  of  authority.  The  passage  indeed 
which  he  quotes  from  Amplnlochius  is  important,  but  as  he  was  a 
friend  of  St.  Basil,  perhaps  it  does  very  much  increase  the  weight 
of  St.  Basil’s  more  distinct  and  detailed  testimony  to  the  same 
point,  and  no  one  can  say  that  that  weight  is  inconsiderable. 

Yet  there  is  evidence  the  other  way  which  overbalances  it. 

Bull,  who  complains  of  Petavius's  rejection  of  St.  Basil  s  testi¬ 
mony  concerning  a  Council  which  was  held  before  his  birth, 
cannot  maintain  his  own  explanation  of  its  Creed  without  rejecting 
Athanasius’s  testimony  respecting  the  doctrine  of  Ins  contempo¬ 
raries,  the  Semi-arians  ;  and  moreover  the  more  direct  evidence, 
as  we  shall  see,  of  the  Council  of  Alexandria,  A.D.  362,  S.  Jerome, 

Basil  of  Ancyra,  and  Socrates. 

First,  however,  no  better  comment  upon  the  sense  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  can  be  required  than  the  incidental  language  of  Athanasius  and 
others,  who  in  a  foregoing  extract  exchanges  ovcict  for  vxoctxc-u; 
in  a  way  which  is  natural  only  on  the  supposition  that  he  used 
them  as  synonymes.  Elsewhere,  as  we  have  seen,  he  omits  the 
word  $  vKctnuriai  in  the  Nicene  Anathema,  while  Hilary  considers 
the  Anathema  sufficient  with  that  omission. 
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Nice*.  In  like  manner  Hilary  expressly  translates  the  clause  in  the 
Def.  Creed  by  ex  altera  substantia  vel  essentia.  Fragm.  ii.  27-  And 
somewhat  in  the  same  way  Eusebius  says  in  his  letter, 
too;  iixoTTotVsai;  ts  kxi  tvrutf. 

But  further,  Athanasius  says  expressly,  ad  Afros. — “  Hypostasis 
is  substance,  tixn'x,  and  means  nothing  else  than  simply  being, 
which  Jeremiah  calls  existence  when  he  says,"  &c.  §.  4.  It  is 
true,  he  elsewhere  speaks  of  three  Hypostases,  but  this  only 
shews  that  he  attached  no  fixed  sense  to  the  word.  This 
is  just  what  I  would  maintain ;  its  sense  must  be  determined 
by  the  context,  and,  whereas  it  always  stands  in  all  Catholic 
writers  for  the  L'na  Res,  (as  the  4th  Lateran  speaks,)  which 
e  i/tri  a.  denotes,  when  Athanasius  says,  “  three  hypostases,"  he 
takes  the  word  to  mean  oCtix  in  that  particular  sense  in  which 
it  is  three,  and  when  he  makes  it  synonymous  with  tixnx,  he 
uses  it  to  signify  Almighty  God  in  that  sense  in  which  He 
is  one. 

Leaving  Athanasius,  we  have  the  following  evidence  concerning 
the  history  of  the  word  vTsrr*; St.  Jerome  says,  “  The  whole 
school  of  secular  learning  understanding  nothing  else  by  hypo¬ 
stasis  than  usia,  substance.”  Ep.  xv.  4.  Where,  speaking  of  the 
Three  Hypostases  he  uses  the  strong  language,  “  If  you  desire  it, 
then  be  a  new  faith  framed  after  the  Nicene,  and  let  the  orthodox 
confess  in  terms  like  the  Arian.” 

In  like  manner,  Basil  of  Ancyra,  George,  and  the  other  Semi- 
arians,  say  distinctly,  “  This  hypostasis  our  Fathers  called  sub¬ 
stance,"  oitrlx.  Epiph.  Haer.  74.  12.  fin.;  in  accordance  with  which 
is  the  unauthorized  addition  to  the  Sardican  Epistle,  “  v-nn x<w, 
>;»  XUT6I  61  xleiTIKOl  C-JTIXT  ITftTXytSiVOVTl.  Theod.  Hist.  ii.  6. 

If  it  be  said  that  Jerome  from  his  Roman  connection,  and  Basil 
and  George  as  Semi-arians,  would  be  led  by  their  respective 
theologies  for  distinct  reasons  thus  to  speak,  it  is  true,  and  may 
have  led  them  to  too  broad  a  statement  of  the  fact :  but  then  on  the 
other  hand  it  was  in  accordance  also  with  the  theology  of  St.  Basil, 
so  strenuous  a  defender  of  the  formula  of  the  Three  Hypostases, 
to  suppose  that  the  Nicene  Fathers  meant  to  distinguish  inrirrxTt; 
from  ova-ix  in  their  anathema. 

Again,  Socrates  informs  us  that,  though  there  was  some  dispute 
about  hypostasis  at  Alexandria  shortly  before  the  Nicene  Council, 
yet  the  Council  itself  “devoted  not  a  word  to  the  question.”  Hist, 
iii.  7. ;  which  hardly  consists  with  its  having  intended  to  rule  that 

Iriex;  iiTTic-Txna;  was  distinct  from  iriexq  6i !TiX%. 

And  in  like  manner  the  Council  of  Alexandria,  A  D.  362,  in 
deciding  that  the  sense  of  Hypostasis  was  an  open  question,  not 
only  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case  goes  on  the  supposition 
that  the  Nicene  Council  had  not  closed  it,  but  says  so  in 
words  again  and  again  in  its  Synodal  Letter.  If  the  Nicene 
Council  had  already  used  “  hypostasis”  in  its  present  sense,  what 
remained  to  Athanasius  at  Alexandria  but  to  submit  to  it? 

Indeed  the  history  of  this  Council  is  perhaps  the  strongest 
argument  against  the  supposed  discrimination  of  the  two  terms  by 
the  Council  of  Nicaea.  Bull  can  only  meet  it  by  considering  that 
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an  innovation  upon  the  “  veterem  vocabuli  usum”  began  at  the  No 
date  of  the  Council  of  Sardica.  though  Socrates  mentions  the 
dispute  as  existing  at  Alexandria  before  the  Nicene  Council,  Hist, 
iii.  4.  5.  while  the  supposititious  confession  of  Sardica  professes  to 
have  received  the  doctrine  of  the  one  hypostasis  by  tradition  as 
Catholic. 

Nor  is  the  use  of  the  word  in  earlier  times  inconsistent  with 
these  testimonies;  though  it  occurs  so  seldom,  in  spite  of  its  being 
a  word  of  St.  Paul,  that  testimony  is  our  principal  evidence. 
Socrates’s  remarks  deserve  to  be  quoted ;  “  Those  among  the 
Greeks  who  have  treated  of  the  Greek  philosophy,  have  defined 
substance,  eva-iet,  in  many  ways,  but  they  had  made  no  mention  at  all 
of  hypostasis.  Irenaeus  the  Grammarian,  in  his  alphabetical  Atticist, 
even  calls  the  term  barbarous;  because  it  is  not  used  by  any  of  the 
ancients,  and  if  any  where  found,  it  does  not  mean  what  it  is  now 
taken  for.  Thus  in  the  Phoenix  of  Sophocles  it  means  an  ‘  am¬ 
bush  ;’  but  in  Menander,  £  preserves,’  as  if  one  were  to  call  the 
wine-lees  in  a  cask  f  hypostasis.’  However  it  must  be  observed, 
that,  in  spite  of  the  old  philosophers  being  silent  about  the  term, 
the  more  modern  continually  use  it  for  substance,  atWass.”  Hist, 
iii.  7-  The  word  principally  occurs  in  Origen  among  Ante-Nicene 
writers,  and  he,  it  must  be  confessed,  uses  it,  as  far  as  the  context 
decides  its  sense,  to  mean  subsistence  or  person.  In  other  words,  it 
was  the  word  of  a  certain  school  in  the  Church,  which  afterwards 
was  accepted  by  the  Church  ;  but  this  proves  nothing  about 
the  sense  in  which  it  was  used  at  Nicaea.  The  three  Hypo¬ 
stases  are  spoken  of  by  Origen,  his  pupil  Dionysius,  as  after¬ 
wards  by  Eusebius  of  Caesarea,  (though  he  may  notwithstand¬ 
ing  have  considered  hypostasis  synonymous  with  substance,)  and 
Athanasius  ;  (Origen  in  Joan.  ii.  6.  Dionys.  ap.  Basil  de  Sp  S.  n.  72. 
Euseb.  ap.  Socr.  i.  2.3.  Athan.  in  Illud  Omnia,  &c.  6.)  and  the  Two 
Hypostases  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  by  Origen,  Ammonius,  and 
Alexander,  (Origen  in  Cels.  viii.  2.  Ammon,  ap.  C’aten.  in  Joan, 
x.  .30.  x\lex.  ap.  Theod.  i.  3.  p.  740.)  As  to  the  passage  in  which 
two  hypostases  are  spoken  of  in  Dionysius’s  letter  to  Paul  of 
Samosata,  that  letter  certainly  is  not  genuine,  as  might  be  shewn 
on  a  fitting  occasion,  though  it  is  acknowledged  by  very  great 
authorities. 

I  confess  that  to  my  mind  there  is  an  antecedent  probability 
that  the  view  which  has  here  been  followed  is  correct  J  udging  by 
the  general  history  of  doctrine,  one  should  not  expect  that  the  formal 
ecclesiastical  meaning  of  the  word  should  have  obtained  every 
where  so  earlv.  Nothing  is  more  certain  than  that  the  doctrines 
themselves  of  the  Holy  Trinity  and  the  Incarnation  were  de¬ 
veloped  ,  or,  to  speak  more  definitely,  that  the  propositions  containing 
them  were  acknowledged,  from  the  earliest  times ;  but  the  parti- 
cularterms  which  now  belong  to  them  are  almost  uniformly  ofa  later 
date.  Ideas  were  brought  out,  but  technical  phrases  did  not  obtain. 

Not  that  these  phrases  did  not  exist,  but  either  not  as  technical,  or 
in  usein  a  particular  School  or  Church,  or  with  a  particular  writer,  or 
as  Myipa*,  as  words  discussed,  nay  resisted,  perhaps  used  by 
some  local  Council,  and  then  at  length  accepted  generally  f  rom  their 
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obvious  propriety.  Thus  the  words  of  the  Schools  pass  into  the 
service  of  the  Catholic  Church.  Instead  then  of  the  word  lx  on  am 
being,  as  Maran  says,  received  in  the  East  “  summo  consensu,” 
from  the  date  of  Noetus  or  at  least  Sabellius,  or  of  Bull's  opinion 
“  apud  Catholicos  Dionysii  aetate  ralum  el  Jixum  illud  fuisse,  tres 
esse  in  divinis  hypostases,”  I  would  consider  that  the  present 
use  of  the  word  was  in  the  first  instance  Alexandrian,  and  that 
it  was  little  more  than  Alexandrian  till  the  middle  of  the  4th 
century. 

Lastly,  it  comes  to  be  considered  how  the  two  words  are  to  be 
accounted  for  in  the  Creed,  if  they  have  not  distinct  senses. 
Coustant  supposes  that  \\  ouna%  was  added  to  explain  Ixon anus, 
lest  the  latter  should  be  taken  in  a  Sabellian  sense.  On  which  we 
may  perhaps  remark  besides,  that  the  reason  why  v-orran',  was 
selected  as  the  principal  term  was,  that  it  was  agreeable  to  the 
Westerns  as  well  as  admitted  by  the  Orientals.  Thus,  by  way  of 
contrast,  we  find  the  second  General  Council,  at  which  there  were  no 
Latins,  speaking  of  Three  Hypostases,  and  Pope  Uamasusand  the 
Roman  Council  speakinga  few  years  sooner  of  the  Holy  Ghost  as  of 
the  same  hypostasis  ar.d  usia  with  the  Father  and  the  Son.  Theod. 
Hist.  ii.  1".  Many  things  go  to  make  this  probable.  For  instance, 
Coustant  acutely  points  out,  though  Maran  and  the  PresidentofMag- 
dalen  dissent,  that  this  probably  was  a  point  of  dispute  between 
the  two  Dionysii ;  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria  asserting,  as  we  know 
he  did  assert.  Three  Hypostases,  the  Bishop  of  Rome  protesting 
in  reply  against  “  Three  partitive  Hypostases,”  as  involving 
tritheism,  and  his  namesake  rejoining,  £C  If  because  there  are 
Three  Hypostases,  any  say  that  they  are  partitive,  three  there 
are,  though  they  like  it  not.”  Again,  the  influence  of  the  West 
shews  itself  in  the  language  of  Athanasius,  who,  contrary  to  the 
custom  of  his  Church,  of  Origen,  Dionysius,  and  his  own 
immediate  patron  and  master  Alexander,  so  varies  his  own  use  of 
the  word,  as  to  make  his  writings  almost  an  example  of  that 
freedom  which  he  vindicated  in  the  Council  of  Alexandria. 
Again,  when  Hosius  went  to  Alexandria  before  the  Xicene 
Council,  and  a  dispute  arose  with  reference  to  Sabellianism  about 
the  words  ua-a's-Tw*?  and  ounce,  what  is  this  too,  but  the  collision  of 
East  and  West?  It  should  be  remembered  moreover  that  Hosius 
presided  at  Nicaea,  a  Latin  in  an  Eastern  city  ;  and  again  at 
iiardica,  where,  though  the  decree  in  favour  of  the  One  Hypostasis 
was  not  passed,  it  seems  clear  from  the  history  that  he  was  resisting 
persons  with  whom  in  great  measure  he  agreed.  Further,  the 
same  consideration  accounts  for  the  omission  of  the  =4  eyria?  from 
the  Confession  of  Mark  and  the  two  which  follow,  on  which  Bull 
relies  in  proof  that  the  Semi-arians  rejected  this  formula.  These 
three  Semi-arian  Creeds,  and  these  only,  were  addressed  to  the 
Latins,  and  therefore  their  compilers  naturally  select  that  synonyme 
which  was  most  pleasing  to  them,  as  the  means  of  securing  a 
hearing  ;  just  as  Athanasius  on  the  other  hand  in  his  de  Decretis, 
writing  to  the  Greeks,  omits  u-o o-rdnuc,  and  writes  oixn'xi. 


EPISTLE  OF  S.  ATHANASIUS, 

ARCHBISHOP  OF  ALEXANDRIA, 


CONCERNING  TIIE  COUNCILS  HELD  AT  ARIMINUM  IN  ITALY  AND 
AT  SELEUCIA  IN  ISAURIA. 


CHAP.  I. 

HISTORY  OF  THE  COUNCILS. 

Reason  why  two  Councils  were  called.  Inconsistency  and  folly  of  calling 
any;  and  of  the  style  of  the  Arian  formularies;  occasion  of  the  Nicene 
Council;  proceedings  at  Ariminum  ;  Letter  of  the  Council  to  Constantius; 
its  decree.  Proceedings  at  Seleucia ;  reflections  on  the  conduct  of  the 
Arians. 

1.  Perhaps  news  has  reached  even  yourselves  concerning 
the  Council,  which  is  at  this  lime  the  subject  of  general  con¬ 
versation;  for  letters  both  from  the  Emperor  and  the  Prefects “ 
were  circulated  far  and  wide  for  its  convocation.  However, 
you  take  that  interest  in  the  events  which  have  occurred, 
that  I  have  determined  upon  giving  you  an  account  of  what 
I  have  seen  myselfb  or  have  ascertained,  which  may  save  you 
from  the  suspense  attendant  on  the  reports  of  others ;  and 
this  the  more,  because  there  are  parties  who  are  in  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  misrepresenting  what  is  going  on. 

2.  At  Nictca  then,  which  had  been  fixed  upon,  the  Council 
did  not  meet,  but  a  second  edict'  was  issued,  convening  the 


a  There  were  at  this  time  four  prae¬ 
torian  prefects,  who  divided  between 
them  this  administration  of  the  Em¬ 
pire.  They  had  been  lately  made  merely 
civil  officers,  Constantine  having  sup¬ 
pressed  the  celebrated  troops  which  they 
used  to  command.  At  Ariminum,  one  of 
them,  Taurus,  was  present,  and  was 
the  instrument  of  the  Emperor  in  over¬ 
awing  the  Council. 


b  From  these  words  Tillemont  and 
Gibbon  infer  that  Athanasius  was  pre¬ 
sent  at  least  at  Seleucia,  but,  as  Mont- 
faucon  observes,  such  a  supposition  is 
not  required  by  the  words,  and  is  in 
itself  improbable. 

c  The  Council  was  originally  to  have 
been  held  at  Nicsea,  but  the  party  of 
Basil  did  not  like  a  second  meeting  in 
the  same  place,  and  Nicomedia  was 
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Counc.  Western  Bishops  at  Ariminum  in  Italy,  and  the  Eastern  at 
and*  Seleucia  the  Rugged,  as  it  is  called,  in  Isauria.  The  professed 
Self-p-  reason  of  such  a  meeting  was  to  treat  of  the  faith  touching  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ ;  and  those  who  alleged  it,  were  Ursacius, 
Valensd,  and  one  Germinius*  from  Pannonia;  and  from  Syria, 
Acacius,  Eudoxius',  and  Patrophilus  of  Scythopolis*.  These 
men  who  had  always  been  of  the  Arian  party,  and  understood 
neither  ho  tv  they  believe  or  whereof  they  affirm ,  and  were 
silently  deceiving  first  one  and  then  another,  and  scattering 
1  *upr.  the  second  sowing1  of  their  heresy,  influenced  some  persons  of 
note" k.  consequence,  and  the  Emperor  Constantius  among  them, 
5  infr.  being  a  heretic2,  on  some  pretence  about  the  Faith,  to  call  a 
note  p.  Council ;  under  the  idea  that  they  should  be  able  to  put  into 


substituted.  The  greater  number  of 
Bishops  had  set  out,  when  an  earth¬ 
quake  threw  the  city  into  ruins.  Nicaea 
was  then  substituted  again  at  Basil’^ 
wish,  Soz.  iv.  16.  but  it  was  considered 
too  near  the  seat  of  the  earthquake  to 
be  safe.  Then  the  Eusehian  or  Aca- 
cian  influence  prevailed,  and  the  Coun¬ 
cil  was  divided  into  two ;  but  at  first 
Ancyra,  Basil’s  see,  was  to  have  been 
one  of  them,  (where  a  celebrated  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Semi-arians  actually  was  held 
at  the  time.)  Hil.  de  Syn.  8.  but  this 
was  changed  for  Seleucia.  A  delegacy 
of  Bishops  from  each  Province  was 
summoned  to  Nicomedia  ;  but  to 
Nicma,  all  Bishops  whatever,  whose 
health  admitted  of  the  journey,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Sozomen;  but  Hilary  says, 
only  one  or  two  from  each  province  of 
Gaul  were  summoned  to  Ariminum  ; 
he  himself  was  at  Seleucia,  under  com¬ 
pulsion  of  the  local  magistrate,  being  in 
exile  there  for  the  faith,  Sulp.  Sev. 
ii.  5”. 

d  Ursacius,  Bishop  of  Singidon,  and 
V alens,  Bishop  of  Mursa,  are  generally 
mentioned  together.  They  were  pupils 
of  Arius ;  and  as  such  are  called  young 
by  Athan.  ad  Ep.  iEg.  7.  by  Hilary  ad 
Const,  i.  5.  (imperitis  et  improhis  duo- 
bus  adolcscentihus ,)  and  by  the  Council 
of  Sardica,  ap.  Hilar.  Fragm.  ii.  12. 
They  first  appear  at  the  Council  of 
Tyre,  A.  D.  335.  The  Council  of  Sar¬ 
dica  deposed  them  ;  in  349,  they  pub¬ 
licly  retracted  their  charges  against 
Athanasius,  who  has  preserved  their 
letters.  Apol.  contr.  Arian.  58.  V alens 
was  the  more  prominent  of  the  two ; 
he  was  a  favourite  Bishop  of  Con¬ 


stantius,  was  an  extreme  Arian  in 
his  opinions,  and  the  chief  agent  at 
Ariminum  in  effecting  the  lapse  of  the 
Latin  Fathers. 

e  Germinius  was  made  Bishop  of 
Sirmium  by  the  Eusehians  in  351,  in¬ 
stead  of  Photinus  whom  they  deposed 
for  a  kind  of  Sabellianism.  However, 
he  was  obliged  in  358  to  sign  the 
Semi-arian  formula  of  Ancyra;  yet  he 
was  an  active  Eusehian  again  at  Ari¬ 
minum.  At  a  later  date  he  approached 
very  nearly  to  Catholicism. 

f  Acacius  has  been  mentioned,  p.  7. 
note  p.  Eudoxius  is  said  to  have  been 
a  pupil  of  Lucian,  Arlus’s  Master, 
though  the  dates  scarcely  admit  it. 
Eustathius,  Catholic  Bishop  of  Antioch, 
whom  the  Eusehians  subsequently  de¬ 
posed,  refused  to  admit  him  into  orders. 
Afterwards  he  was  made  Bishop  of 
Germanicia  in  Syria,  by  his  party.  He 
was  present  at  the  Council  of  Antioch 
in  341,  spoken  of  infra,  §.22.  and  carried 
into  the  West  in  345,  the  fifth  Confes¬ 
sion,  called  the  Long,  ftaxglrri%t;.  infr. 
§.  26.  He  afterwards  passed  in  succes¬ 
sion  to  the  sees  of  Antioch,  (vid.  supr. 
p.  1.  note  a.)  and  Constantinople,  and 
baptized  the  Emperor  V alens  into  the 
Arian  profession. 

k  Patrophilus  was  one  of  the  original 
Arian  party,  and  took  share  in  all  their 
principal  acts,  hut  there  is  nothing 
very  distinctive  in  his  history.  Sozo¬ 
men  assigns  to  these  six  Bishops  the 
scheme  of  dividing  the  Council  into 
two,  Hist.  iv.  16.  and  V alens  undertook 
to  manage  the  Latins,  Acacius  the 
Greeks. 
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No  necessity  for  them. 

the  shade  the  Nicene  Council,  and  prevail  upon  all  to  turn  Chap. 

round,  and  to  establish  irreligion  every  where  instead  of  the _ L _ 

Truth. 

3.  Now  here  I  marvel  first,  and  think  that  I  shall  carry  every  §.  2. 
thinking  man  whatever  with  me,  that,  whereas  a  Catholic 
Council  had  been  fixed,  and  all  were  looking  forward  to  it, 
it  was  all  of  a  sudden  divided  in  two,  so  that  one  part  met 
here,  and  the  other  there.  However,  this  would  seem  provi¬ 
dential,  in  order  in  the  respective  Councils  to  exhibit  the  faith 
without  guile  or  corruption  of  the  one  party,  and  to  expose 
the  dishonesty  and  duplicity  of  the  other.  Next,  this  too  was 
on  the  mind  of  myself  and  my  true  brethren  here,  and  made 
us  anxious,  the  impropriety  of  this  great  gathering  which 
we  saw  in  progress ;  for  what  pressed  so  much,  that  the  whole 
world  was  to  be  put  into  confusion,  and  those  who  at  the  time 
bore  the  profession  of  clerks,  should  ran  about  far  and  near, 
seeking  how  best  to  learn  to  believe  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ? 
Certainly,  if  they  were  believers  already,  they  would  not  have 
been  seeking,  as  though  they  were  not.  And  to  the  catechu¬ 
mens,  this  was  no  small  scandal ;  but  to  the  heathen,  it  was 
something  more  than  common,  and  even  furnished  broad 
merriment11,  that  Christians,  as  if  waking  out  of  sleep  at  this 
time  of  day,  should  be  making  out  how  they  were  to  believe 
concerning  Christ ;  while  their  professed  clerks,  though 
claiming  deference  from  their  flocks,  as  teachers,  were  infidels 
on  their  own  shewing,  in  that  they  were  seeking  what  they 
had  not.  And  the  party  of  Ursacius,  who  were  at  the 
bottom  of  all  this,  did  not  understand  what  wrath  they  were 
storing  up  against  themselves,  as  our  Lord  says  by  His 
saints,  Woe  unto  them ,  through  whom  My  Name  is  bias-  Is. 52,5. 
phemed  among  the  Gentiles;  and  by  His  own  mouth  in  the24°m'  2’ 
Gospels,  Whoso  shall  offend  one  of  these  little  ones,  it  were  Mat.18, 
better  for  him  that  a  millstone  were  hanged  about  his 
neck,  and  that  he  were  drowned  in  the  depth  of  the  sea, 

fc  The  heathen  Ammianus  speaks  of  bias,  “  that  at  length  in  the  very  midst 
“  the  troops  of  Bishops  hurrying  to  and  of  the  theatres  of  the  unbelievers,  the 
fro  at  the  public  expense,”  and  “  the  solemn  matters  of  divine  teaching  were 
Synods,  in  their  efforts  to  bring  over  the  subjected  to  the  basest  mockery.”  in 
whole religiontotheirside,beingtberuin  vit.Const.ii  61.  Heathen  Philosophers 
of  the  posting  establishments.”  HisL  attended  the  Nicene  Council,  “  from 
xxi.  16.  “  The  spectacle  proceeded  to  an  interest  to  learn  what  the  Christian 
that  pitch  of  indecency,”  says  Euse-  doctrine  was.”  Soz.  i.  18. 
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Absurdity  of  dating  the  Catholic  Faith. 

Counc .than,  as  Luke  adds,  that  he  should  offend  one  of  these  little 

Arim. 

AND  0),eS- 

Seleu-  4.  What  defect  of  teaching  was  there  for  religious  truth  in  the 

§•  3.  Catholic  Church’,  that  they  should  search  after  faith  now,  and 
should  prefix  this  year’s  Consulate  to  their  profession  of  it  ? 
Yet  Ursacius,  and  Yalens,  and  Gemiinius,  and  their  friends 
have  done,  what  never  took  place,  never  was  heard  of  among 
Christians.  After  putting  into  writing  what  it  pleased  them 
to  believe,  they  prefix  to  it  the  Consulate,  and  the  month  and 
the  day  of  the  current  yeark;  thereby  to  shew  all  thinking 
men,  that  their  faith  dates,  not  from  of  old,  but  now,  from  the 
reign  of  Constantius 1 ;  for  whatever  they  write  has  a  view  to 
their  own  heresy.  Moreover,  though  pretending  to  write 


1  “  Who  is  there,  who  when  he 
heard,  upon  his  first  catechisings,  that 
God  had  a  Son,  and  had  made  all 
things  in  His  proper  Word,  did  not  so 
understand  it  in  that  sense  which  we 
now  intend  ?  who,  when  the  vile  Arian 
heresy  began,  but  at  once,  on  hearing 
its  teachers,  was  startled,  as  if  they 
taught  strange  things?”  Orat.  ii.  §. 34. 
And  Hilary  with  the  same  sense,  “  I 
call  the  God  of  heaven  and  earth  to 
witness,  that,  before  I  had  heard  either 
term,  I  always  felt  concerning  the  two 
words  that  by  ‘  one  in  substance’  ought  to 
be  understood  ‘like  in  substance,’  that  is, 
that  nothing  can  be  like  Him  in  nature, 
but  That  which  is  of  the  same  nature. 
Regenerated  long  since,  and  for  a  while 
a  Bishop,  yet  I  never  heard  the  Ni- 
cene  Creed  till  I  was  in  exile,  but 
Gospels  and  Apostles  intimated  to  me 
the  meaning  of  ‘  one  in  substance’  and 
‘  like  in  substance.’  ”  de  Syn.  91.  vid. 
also  ad  Const,  ii.  7  ■ 

k  “  Faith  is  made  a  thing  of  dates 
rather  than  Gospels,  while  it  is  written 
down  by  years,  and  is  not  measured  by 
the  confession  of  baptism.”  ad  Const,  ii. 
4.  “  We  determine  yearly  and  monthly 
creeds  concerning  God,  we  repent  of 
our  determinations ;  we  defend  those  who 
repent,  we  anathematize  those  whom  we 
have  defended ;  we  condemn  our  own 
doings  in  those  of  others,  or  others  in 
us,  and  gnawing  each  other,  we  are 
well  nigh  devoured  one  of  another.” 
ibid.  5 

1  “Who  are  you?  whence  and  when 
came  ye  ?  what  do  ye  on  my  property 
being  none  of  mine  ?  by  what  right,  O 
Marcion,  cuttest  thou  my  wood?  by  what 


license,  O  V alentinus,  turnest  thou  my 
springs?  by  what  power,  O  Apelles, 
movest  thou  mylandmarks?  Mineispos- 
session. ..  I  possess  of  old,  I  have  prior 
possession. .  .1  am  heir  of  the  Apostles.” 
Tertull.  de  Prsescr.  37.  Tardily  for  me 
hath  this  time  of  day  put  forth  these,  in 
my  judgment,  most  impious  doctors. 
Full  late  hath  that  faith  of  mine,  which 
Thou  hast  instructed,  encountered  these 
Masters.  Before  these  names  were 
heard  of,  I  thus  believed  in  Thee,  I  thus 
was  new  born  by  Thee,  and  thenceforth 
I  thus  am  Thine.”  Hil.  de  Trim  Ti.  21. 
‘  What  heresy  hath  ever  burst  forth,  but 
under  the  name  of  some  certain  men, 
in  some  certain  place,  and  at  some  cer¬ 
tain  time  ?  who  ever  set  up  any  heresy, 
who  first  divided  not  himself  from  the 
consent  of  the  universality  and  antiquity 
of  the  Catholic  Church  ?”  Vincent  Lir. 
Commonit.  24.  “  I  will  tell  thee  my  mind 
briefly  and  plainly,  that  thou  shouldest 
remain  in  that  Church  which,  being 
founded  by  the  Apostles,  endures  even  to 
this  day.  When  thou  hearest  that  those 
who  are  called  Christ’s,  are  named,  not 
after  Jesus  Christ,  but  after  some  one, 
say  Marcionites,V  alentiniaDS,  &c.know 
then  it  is  not  Christ’s  Church,  but  the 
synagogue  of  Antichrist.  For  by  the 
very  fact  that  they  are  formed  after¬ 
wards,  they  shew  that  they  are  those 
who  the  Apostle  foretold  should  come.” 
Jerom.  in  Lucif.  27.  “  If  the  Church 
was  not — .whence  hath  Donatus  ap¬ 
peared  ?  from  what  soil  has  he  sprung? 
out  of  what  sea  bath  he  emerged  ?  from 
what  heaven  hath  he  fallen  ?”  August, 
de  Bapt.  contr.  Don.  iii.  3. 
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No  authority  for  it  from  Scripture. 

about  the  Lord,  they  nominate  another  sovereign  for  them¬ 
selves,  Constantius,  who  has  bestowed  on  them  this  reign 
of  irreligion  m ;  and  they  who  deny  that  the  Son  is  everlasting, 
have  called  him  Eternal  Emperor;  such  foes  of  Christ  are 
they  in  behalf  of  irreligion. 

5.  But  perhaps  the  dates  in  the  holy  Prophets  form  their 
excuse  for  the  Consulate ;  so  bold  a  pretence,  however,  will  sen  e 
but  to  publish  more  fully  their  ignorance  of  the  subject.  For 
the  prophecies  of  the  sacred  writers  do  indeed  specify  their 
times ;  (for  instance,  Esaias  and  Osee  lived  in  the  days  of 
Ozias,  Joatliam,  Achaz,  and  Ezekias;  Jeremias,  in  the  days 
of  Josias;  Ezekiel  and  Daniel  prophesied  unto  Cyrus  and 
Darius ;  and  others  in  other  times ;)  yet  they  were  not  laying 
the  foundations  of  divine  religion ;  it  was  before  them,  and 
was  always,  for  before  the  foundation  of  the  world  had  God 
prepared  it  for  us  in  Christ.  Nor  were  they  signifying  the 
respective  dates  of  their  own  faith ;  for  they  had  been  be¬ 
lievers  before  these  dates,  which  did  but  belong  to  their  own 
preaching.  And  this  preaching  chiefly  related  to  the  Saviour’s 
coming,  and  secondarily  to  what  was  to  happen  to  Israel  and 
the  nations ;  and  the  dates  denoted  not  the  commencement 
of  faith,  as  I  said  before,  but  of  the  prophets  themselves,  that 


Athan.  says,  that  after  Eusebius  had 
taken  up  the  patronage  of  the  heresy, 
he  made  no  progress  till  he  had  gained 
the  Court,  Hist.  Arian.  (16.  shewing 
that  it  was  an  act  of  external  power  by 
which  Arianism  grew,  not  an  inward 
movement  in  the  Church,  which  indeed 
loudly  protested  against  the  Emperor’s 
proceeding.  “  If  Bishops  are  to  judge,” 
he  says  shortly  before,  “  what  has  the 
Emperor  to  do  with  this  matter  ?  if  the 
Emperor  is  to  threaten,  what  need  of 
men  styled  Bishops  ?  where  in  the  world 
was  such  a  thing  heard  of?  where  had 
the  Church’s  judgment  its  force  from 
the  Emperor,  or  his  sentence  was  at 
all  recognised  ?  many  Councils  have 
been  before  this,  many  judgments 
of  the  Church,  but  neither  the  Fa¬ 
thers  ever  argued  with  the  Emperor 
about  them,  nor  the  Emperor  meddled 
with  the  concerns  of  the  Church.  Paul 
the  Apostle  had  friends  of  Caesar's 
household,  and  in  his  Epistle  he  saluted 
the  Philippians  in  their  name,  but  he 
took  them  not  to  him  as  partners  in  his 


judgments.  But  now  anew  spectacle,  and 
this  the  discovery  of  the  Arian  heresy,” 
&e.  §.  52.  Again,  “  In  what  then  is  he 
behind  Antichrist?  what  more  will  he 
do  when  he  comes  ?  or  rather,  on  his 
comingwill  he  not  find  the  way  by  [Con¬ 
stantius]  prepared  for  him  unto  his  de¬ 
ceiving  without  effort?  for  he  too  is  to 
claim  the  judgments  for  the  court  instead 
of  the  Churches,  and  of  these  he  is  to  be¬ 
come  head.”  §.  76.  And  so  Hosius  to 
Constantius,  “Cease,  1  charge  thee,  and 
remember  that  thou  art  a  mortal  man. 
Fear  the  day  of  judgment ;  keep  thyself 
clear  againstit.  Interferenotwith things 
ecclesiastical,  nor  be  the  man  to  charge 
us  in  a  matter  of  the  kind ;  rather  learn 
them  thyself  from  ns.  God  has  put  into 
thy  hand  the  kingdom  ;  to  us  He  hath 
intrusted  the  things  of  the  Church  ;  and 
as  be  who  is  traitorous  to  thy  rule  speaks 
against  God  who  has  thus  ordained,  so 
fear  thou,  lest  drawing  to  thyself  the 
things  of  the  Church,  thou  fullest  be¬ 
neath  a  great  accusation.”  Apud  Athan. 
ibid.  44.  vid.  infr.  p.  90.  note  p. 


Chap. 

I. 
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Counc.  is,  when  it  was  they  thus  prophesied.  But  our  modem  sages, 
an  it  not  in  historical  narration,  nor  in  prediction  of  the  future,  hut, 
Seletj. after  writing,  “The  Catholic  Faith  was  published,”  imme¬ 
diately  add  the  Consulate  and  the  month  and  the  date ;  that, 
as  the  sacred  writers  specified  the  dates  of  their  histories,  and 
of  their  own  ministries,  so  these  may  mark  the  date  of  their 
own  faith.  And  would  that  they  had  written,  touching 
“  their  own n (for  it  does  date  from  to-day ;)  and  had  not  made 
their  essay  as  touching  “the  Catholic,”  for  they  did  not  write, 
“  Thus  we  believe,”  but  “  the  Catholic  Faith  was  published.” 

4.  6.  The  boldness  then  of  their  design  shews  how  little  they 

understand  the  subject;  while  the  novelty  of  their  phrase  befits 
their  heresy.  For  thus  they  shew,  when  it  was  they  began 
their  own  faith,  and  that  from  that  same  time  present  they 
would  have  it  proclaimed.  And  as  according  to  the  Evan¬ 
gelist  Luke,  there  was  made  a  decree  concerning  the  taxing, 
and  this  decree  before  was  not,  but  began  from  those  days  in 
which  it  was  made  by  its  framer,  they  also  in  like  manner,  by 
writing,  “  The  Faith  is  now  published,”  shewed  that  the 
sentiments  of  their  heresy  are  young,  and  were  not  before. 
But  if  they  add  “  of  the  Catholic  Faith,”  they  fall  before  they 
know  it  into  the  extravagance  of  the  Phrygians,  and  say 
with  them,  “  To  us  first  was  revealed,”  and  “  from  us  dates 
the  Faith  of  Christians.”  And  as  those  inscribe  it  with  the 
1  vid.  names  of  Maximilla  and  Montanus1,  so  do  these  with  “  Con- 
Orat.iii.  stantius,  Sovereign,”  instead  of  Christ.  If,  however,  as  they 
$.47.  would  have  it,  the  faith  dates  from  the  present  Consulate, 
what  must  the  Fathers  do,  and  the  blessed  Martyrs  ?  nay, 
what  will  they  themselves  do  with  their  own  catechumens, 
who  departed  to  rest  before  this  Consulate  r  how  will  they 
wake  them  up,  that  so  they  may  obliterate  their  former 
lessons,  and  may  sow  in  turn  the  seeming  discoveries  which 
they  have  now  put  into  writing 0  ?  So  ignorant  they  are  on 


n  “  He  -who  speaketh  of  his  own, 
ix  rut  I'S'iui,  speaketh  a  lie.”  Athan. 
contr.  Apoll.  i.  fin.  “  They  used  to  call 
the  Church  a  virgin,”  says  Hegesippus, 
“  for  it  was  not  yet  defiled  by  pro¬ 
fane  doctrines ....  the  Simonists,  Dosi- 
thians,  &c. . .  -each  privately  ( Mm )  and 
separately  has  brought  in  a  private  opi¬ 
nion.”  ap.  Euseh.  Hist.  iv.  22.  Sophro- 


nius  at  Seleucia  cried  out,  u  If  to  pub¬ 
lish  dav  after  dav  our  own  private 
(3  Iter)  will,  be  a  profession  of  faith,  ac¬ 
curacy  of  truth  will  fail  us.”  Socr. 
ii.  40. 

0  “  However  the  error  was,  certain¬ 
ly  error  reigned  so  long  as  heresies  were 
not.  Truth  needed  a  rescue,  and  looked 
out  for  Marcionites  and  Valentinians. 


79 


Reasons  for  convening  the  Nicene  Council. 

the  subject ;  with  no  knowledge  but  that  of  making  excuses,  Chap. 

and  those  unbecoming  and  unplausible,  and  carrying  with - - — 

them  their  own  refutation. 

7.  As  to  the  Nicene  Council,  it  was  not  a  common  meeting,  §.  5. 
but  convened  upon  a  pressing  necessity,  and  for  a  reasonable 
object.  The  Syrians,  Cilicians,  and  Mesopotamians,  were 
out  of  order  in  celebrating  the  Feast,  and  kept  Easter  with 
the  Jews p ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  Arian  heresy  had  risen  up 
against  the  Catholic  Church,  and  found  supporters  in  the 
Eusebians,  who  were  both  zealous  for  the  heresy,  and  con¬ 
ducted  the  attack  upon  religious  people.  This  gave  occasion 
for  an  Ecumenical1  Council,  that  the  feast  might  be  every  1  s1Jpr. 
where  celebrated  on  one  day,  and  that  the  heresy  which  was  n0te  o. 
springing  up  might  be  anathematized.  It  took  place  then ; 
and  the  Syrians  submitted,  and  the  Fathers  pronounced  the 
Arian  heresy  to  be  the  forerunner  of  Antichristq,  and  drew  up 


Meanwhile,  gospelling  was  nought,  faith 
was  nought,  nought  was  the  baptism  of 
so  many  thousand  thousand,  so  many 
worts  of  faith  performed,  so  many 
virtues,  so  many  gifts  displayed,  so 
many  priesthoods,  so  many  ministries 
exercised,  nay,  so  many  martyrdoms 
crowned.”  Tertull.  Prescr.29.  “‘Pro¬ 
fane  novelties,’  which  if  we  receive,  of 
necessity  the  faith  of  our  blessed  ances¬ 
tors,  either  all  or  a  great  part  of  it  must 
be  overthrown  ;  the  faithful  people  of 
all  ages  and  times,  all  .holy  saints,  all 
the  chaste,  all  the  continent,  all  the 
virgins,  all  the  Clergy,  the  Deacons, 
the  Priests,  so  many  thousands  of  con¬ 
fessors,  so  great  armies  of  martyrs,  so 
many  famous  populous  cities  and  com¬ 
monwealths,  so  many  islands,  provinces, 
tings,  tribes,  kingdoms,  nations,  to  con¬ 
clude,  almost  now  the  whole  world,  in¬ 
corporated  by  the  Catholic  Faith  to 
Christ  their  head,  must  needs  be  said, 
so  many  hundred  years,  to  have  been 
ignorant,  to  have  erred,  to  have  blas- 
pcemed,  to  have  believed  they  knew  not 
what.”  Vine.  Comm.  24.  “  O  the  ex¬ 
travagance  !  the  wisdom,  hidden  after 
Christ's  coming,  they  announce  to  us  to¬ 
day,  which  is  a  thing  to  draw  tears. 
For  if  the  faith  began  thirty  years  since, 
while  near  four  hundred  are  past  since 
Christ  was  manifested,  nought  hath 
been  our  gospel  that  long  while,  and 
nought  our  faith,  and  fruitlessly  have 


martyrs  been  martyred,  and  fruitlessly 
have  such  and  so  great  rulers  ruled  the 
people.  Greg.  Naz.  ad  Cledon.  Ep. 
102.  p.  97. 

P  This  seems  to  have  been  an  inno¬ 
vation  in  these  countries  of  about  fifty 
years  old,  or  from  about  the  year  276.  It 
is  remarkable,  that  the  Qaartodeciman 
custom  had  come  to  an  end  in  Procon¬ 
sular  Asia,  where  it  had  existed  from 
St.  John’s  time,  before  it  began  in  Syria. 
Tillemont  refers  the  change  to  Anato¬ 
lius  of  Laodicea  ;  the  writer  of  this  note 
has  attempted  in  a  former  work  to  prove 
Paul  of  Samosata  the  author  of  it. 

q  ireoi£ifics,  precursor,  is  almost  a 
received  word  for  the  predicted  apostasy 
or  apostate,  (vid.  note  on  St.  Cyril’s  Cat. 
xv.  9.  also  infr.  note  p.)  but  the  dis¬ 
tinction  was  not  always  carefully  drawn 
between  the  apostate  and  the  Anti¬ 
christ.  Constantins  is  called  Antichrist 
by  Athan.  Hist.  Arian.  67.  his  acts  are 
the  Toouuiot  xa)  •ru^ountujv)  of  Anti¬ 
christ.  Hist.  Arian.  70.  fin.  71.  and  SO. 
Constantius  is  the  image,  t'xut,  of  Anti¬ 
christ.  74.  and  SO.  and  shews  the  like¬ 
ness,  iftalufitt,  of  the  malignity  of  Anti¬ 
christ.  75.  vid.  also77-<r{o2f«/<0f  77.  “  Let 
Christ  he  expected,  for  Antichrist  is  in 
possession.”  Hilar,  contr.  Const,  init. 
Constantius,  Antichrist,  ibid.  5.  Speak¬ 
ing  of  Auxentius,  the  Arian  Bishop  of 
Milan,  he  says,  “  Of  one  thing  I  warn 
you,  beware  of  Antichrist ;  it  is  ill  that 
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C-iunc. a  suitable  formula  against  it.  And  yet  in  this,  manias  they 
'  are,  they  ventured  on  nothing  like  the  proceedings  of  these 
Sbi.eu.  three  or  four  men*.  Without  prefixing  Consulate,  month,  and 
day,  they  wrote  concerning  the  Easter,  “  It  seemed  good  as 
follows,”  for  it  did  then  seem  good  that  there  should  be  a 
general  compliance  ;  but  about  the  faith  they  wrote  not,  “  It 
seemed  good,”  but,  “  Thus  believes  the  Catholic  Church  ;” 
and  thereupon  they  confessed  how  the  faith  lay,  in  order  to 
shew  that  their  own  sentiments  were  not  novel,  but  Apo¬ 
stolical  ;  and  what  they  wrote  down,  was  no  discovery  of 
1  infr.  theirs,  but  is  the  same  as  was  taught  by  the  Apostles1. 

p.  84. 
note  c. 


a  love  of  walls  has  seized  you,  it  is  ill 
that  your  veneration  for  God’s  Church 
lies  in  houses  and  edifices;  it  is  ill  that 
under  this  plea  ye  insinuate  the  name 
of  peace.  Is  there  any  doubt  that  Anti¬ 
christ  is  to  sit  in  these  ?  Mountains 
and  woods  and  lakes  and  prisons  and 
pits  are  to  me  more  safe  ;  for  in  these 
did  prophets,  sojourning  or  sunk,  still 
by  God’s  spirit  prophesy.”  contr.  Aux. 
12.  Lucifer  calls  Constantius  precursor 
Antichristi.  p.  89.  possessed  with  the 
spirit  of  Antichrist,  p.  219.  friend  of 
Antichrist,  p.  259.  Again,  S.  Jerome, 
writing  against  Jovinian,  says  that  he 
who  so  says  that  there  are  no  differences 
of  rewards  is  Antichrist,  ii.  21.  S.  Leo, 
alluding  to  1  John  4,  10.  calls  Nesto- 
rius  and  Eutyches,  Antichristi  prsecur- 
sores.  Ep.  7o.  p.  1022.  Again,  Anti¬ 
christ,  whoever  opposes  what  the 
Church  has  once  settled,  with  an  allu¬ 
sion  to  opposition  to  the  see  of  St.  Peter. 
Ep.  156.  e.  2.  Anastasius  speaks  of 
the  ten  horns  of  Monophysitism,  Hodeg. 
6.  also  8.  and  24.  and  calls  Severus, 
Monophysite  Bp.  of  Antioch,  Anti¬ 
christ,  for  usurping  the  judicial  powers 
of  Christ  and  His  Church,  ibid.  p.  92. 

r  “  They  know  not  to  be  reverent  even 
to  their  leaders.  And  this  is  why  com¬ 
monly  schisms  exist  not  among  heretics; 
because  while  they  are,  they  are  not  vi¬ 
sible.  Schism  is  their  very  unity.  Iam 
a  liar  if  they  do  not  dissent  from  their 
own  rules,  while  every  man  among  them 
equally  alters  at  his  private  judgment 
(suo  arbitrio)  what  he  has  received,  just 
as  he  who  gave  to  them  composed  it  at 
his  private  judgment.  The  progress  of 
the  thing  is  true  to  its  nature  and  its 
origin.  What  was  a  right  to  Valenti¬ 
nus,  was  a  right  to  Valentinians,  what 


to  Marcion  was  to  the  Marcionites,  to 
innovate  on  the  faith  at  their  private 
judgment.  As  soon  as  any  heresy  is  tho¬ 
roughly  examined,  it  is  found  in  many 
points  dissenting  from  its  parent.  Those 
parents  for  the  most  part  have  no 
Churches ;  they  roam  about  without 
Mother,  without  see,  bereaved  of  the 
faith,  without  a  country,  without  a 
home.”  Tertnll.  Praescr.  42.  At  Seleu- 
cia  Acacius  said,  “  If  the  Nicene  faith 
has  been  altered  once  and  many  times 
since,  no  reason  why  we  should  not 
dictate  another  faith  now.”  Eleusius 
the  Semi-arian  answered,  “  This  Coun¬ 
cil  is  called,  not  to  learn  what  it  does 
not  know,  not  to  receive  a  faith  which 
it  does  not  possess,  hut  walking  in  the 
faith  of  the  Father,”  (meaning  the  Semi- 
arian  Council  of  the  Dedication,  A.D. 
341.  vid.  infr.  §.  22.)  it  swerves  not 
from  it  in  life  or  death.”  On  this  So¬ 
crates  (Hist.  ii.  40.)  observes,  “  How 
call  you  those  who  met  at  Antioch 
Fathers,  O  Eleusius,  you  who  denv 
t/ieir  Fathers?  for  those  who  met  at 
Nicsea,  and  unanimously  professed  the 
Consubstantial,  might  more  properly 
receive  the  name,  Sic.  But  if  the 
Bishops  at  Antioch  set  at  nought  their 
own  fathers,  those  who  come  after 
are  blindly  following  parricides ;  and 
how  did  they  receive  a  valid  ordination 
from  them,  whose  faith  they  set  at 
nought  as  reprobate  ?  But  if  those  had 
not  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  cometh 
through  laying  on  of  hands,  neither  did 
these  receive  the  priesthood ;  for  did 
they  receive  from  those  who  have  not 
wherewith  to  give  ?” 

s  ixlytt  rty'ii,  says  Pope  Julius,  ap. 
Athan.  Apol.  34.  tyga\j,at  nut  nji  <r(- 
trrmt,  says  Athan.  ad  Lp.  .Eg.  5. 
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8.  But  the  Councils  which  they  have  set  in  motion,  what  co-  Chap. 
lourable  pretext  have  they 1  ?  If  any  new  heresy  has  risen  s:nce  — 
the  Arian,  let  them  tell  us  the  positions  which  it  has  devised,  Mg.  10. 
and  who  are  its  inventors  ?  and  in  their  own  formula,  let 
them  anathematize  the  heresies  antecedent  to  this  Council  of 
theirs,  among  which  is  the  Arian,  as  the  Nicene  Fathers  did, 

that  it  may  be  made  appear  that  they  too  have  some  cogent 
reason  for  saying  what  is  novel2.  But  if  no  such  event  has2™1- 
happened,  and  they  have  it  not  to  shew,  but  rather  they  notes  b 
themselves  are  uttering  heresies,  as  holding  Arius’s  irreligion, and  c- 
and  are  exposed  day  by  day,  and  day  by  day  shift  their 
ground1,  what  need  is  there  of  Councils,  when  the  Nicene  is 
sufficient,  as  against  the  Arian  heresy,  so  against  the  rest,  which 
it  has  condemned  one  and  all  by  means  of  the  sound  faith  ? 

For  even  the  notorious  Aetius,  who  was  surnamed  godless3, 
vaunts  not  of  the  discovering  of  any  mania  of  his  own,  but 
under  stress  of  weather  has  been  wrecked  upon  Arianism, 
himself  and  the  persons  whom  he  has  beguiled.  Vainly  then 
do  they  run  about  with  the  pretext  that  they  have  demanded 
Councils  for  the  faith’s -sake;  for  divine  Scripture  is  sufficient 
above  all  things ;  but  if  a  Council  be  needed  on  the  point, 
there  are  the  proceedings  of  the  Fathers,  for  the  Nicene 
Bishops  did  not  neglect  this  matter,  but  stated  the  doctrine 
so  exactly,  that  persons  reading  their  words  honestly,  cannot 
but  be  reminded  by  them  of  the  religion  towards  Christ 
announced  in  divine  Scripture4.  4  'id.  p. 

9.  Having  therefore  no  reason  on  their  side,  but  being  in  dif-  f/p 

ficulty  whichever  way  they  turn,  in  spite  of  their  pretences,  they  note  c- 
have  nothing  left  but  to  say;  “  Forasmuch  as  we  contradict  ^ ' 


1  vid.  de  Deer.  init.  and  §.  4.  and  p.  2. 
note  c.  We  shall  have  abundant  in¬ 
stances  of  the  Arian  changes  as  this 
Treatise  proceeds.  “  It  happens  to 
thee,”  says  S.  Hilary  to  Constantius, 
“  as  to  unskilful  builders,  always  to  be 
dissatisfied  with  what  thou  hast  done  ; 
thou  art  ever  destroying  what  thou  art 
ever  building.”  contr.  Constant.  23. 
“  O  miserable  state  !  with  what  seas  of 
cares,  with  what  storms,  are  they 
tossed  !  for  now  at  one  time,  as  the 
wind  driveth  them,  they  are  carried 
away  headlong  in  error  ;  at  another 
time,  coming  again  to  themselves,  they 
are  beaten  back  like  contrary  waves  ; 


sometimes  with  rash  presumption,  they 
allow  such  things  as  seem  uncertain,  at 
another  time  of  pusillanimity-  they  are  in 
fear  even  about  those  things  which  are 
certain  ;  doubtful  which  way  to  take, 
which  way  to  return,  what  to  desire, 
what  to  avoid,  w  hat  to  hold,  what  to  let 
go,  &e.”  Vincent.  Comm.  20.  “  He 

writes,”  says  Athan.  of  Constantius, 
“  and  while  be  writes  repeats,  and 
while  he  repeats  is  exasperated  ;  and 
then  he  grieves  again,  and  not  knowing 
how  to  act,  he  shews  how  bereft  the 
soul  is  of  understanding.”  Hist.  Arian. 
70.  vid.  also  ad  Ep.  JEg.  6. 
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Counc.  our  predecessors,  and  transgress  the  traditions  of  the  Fathers, 
and  therefore  we  have  thought  good  that  a  Council  should  meet“; 
SKI.F.U.  pU[  again,  whereas  we  fear  lest,  should  it  meet  at  one  place, 
our  pains  will  be  thrown  away,  therefore  we  have  thought 
good  that  it  be  divided  into  two  ;  that  so  when  we  put  forth 
our  articles  to  these  separate  portions,  we  may  overreach  with 
more  effect,  with  the  threat  of  Constantius  the  patron  of 
this  irrcligion,  and  may  abrogate  the  acts  of  Nicaea,  under 
pretence  of  their  simplicity.”  If  they  have  not  put  this  into 
words,  yet  this  is  the  meaning  of  their  deeds  and  their  dis¬ 
turbances.  Certainly,  many  and  frequent  as  have  been  their 
speeches  and  writings  in  various  Councils,  never  yet  have 
1  infr.  they  made  mention  of  the  Arian  heresy  as  unchristian  1 ;  but,  if 
I10te  !>‘  any  present  happened  to  accuse  the  heresies,  they  always 
took  up  the  defence  of  the  Arian,  which  the  Nicene  Council 
had  anathematized ;  nay,  rather,  they  cordially  welcomed  the 
professors  of  Arianism.  This  then  is  in  itself  a  strong  argu¬ 
ment,  that  the  aim  of  the  present  Councils  was  not  truth,  but 
the  annulling  of  the  acts  of  Nicaea;  but  the  proceedings  of 
them  and  their  friends  in  the  Councils  themselves,  make 
it  equally  clear  that  this  was  the  case : — So  that  it  follows  to 
relate  every  thing  as  it  occurred. 

§.  8.  10.  When  all  were  in  expectation  that  they  were  to  assemble 

in  one  place,  whom  the  Emperor’s  letters  convoked,  and  to  form 
one  Council,  they  were  divided  into  two ;  and,  while  some 
betook  themselves  to  Seleucia  called  the  Rugged,  the  others 
met  at  Ariminum,  to  the  number  of  those  four  hundred  bishops 
and  more,  among  whom  were  Germinius,  Auxentius,  Yalens, 
Ursacius,  Demophilus,  and  Caius*.  And,  while  the  whole 


u  “  The  Emperor  [Theodosius]  had 
a  conversation  with  Nectarius,  Bishop 
[of  Constantinople],  in  what  way  to 
make  Christendom  concordant,  and  to 
unite  the  Church.  This  made  Necta¬ 
rius  anxious ;  but  Sisinnius,  a  man  of 
ready  speech  and  of  practical  expe¬ 
rience,  and  throughly  versed  in  the  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  sacred  writings  and 
in  the  doctrines  of  philosophy,  having 
a  conviction  that  disputations  would 
but  aggravate  the  party  spirit  of  the 
heresies  instead  of  reconciling  schisms, 
advises  him  to  avoid  dialectic  engage¬ 
ments,  and  to  appeal  to  the  statements 
of  the  ancients,  and  to  put  the  question 


to  the  heresiarchs  from  the  Emperor, 
whether  they  made  any  sort  of  account 
of  the  doctors  who  belonged  to  the 
Church  before  the  division,  or  came  to 
issue  with  them  as  aliens  from  Chris¬ 
tianity  ;  for  if  they  made  their  autho¬ 
rity  null,  therefore  let  them  venture  to 
anathematize  them.  But  if  they  did 
venture,  then  they  would  be  driven  out 
by  the  people.”  Socr.  v.  10. 

x  There  were  two  Arian  Bishops  of 
Milan  of  the  name  of  Auxentius,  but 
little  is  known  of  them  besides.  S. 
Hilary  wrote  against  the  elder;  the 
other  came  into  collision  with  St.  Am¬ 
brose.  Demophilus,  Bishop  of  Berea, 
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assembly  was  discussing  the  matter  from  the  divine  Scrip-  Chap. 

tures,  these  men  produced  a  paper,  and,  reading  the  Consu - - — 

late,  they  demanded  that  the  whole  Council  should  acquiesce 
in  it,  and  that  no  questions  should  be  put  to  the  heretics 
beyond  it,  nor  inquiry  made  into  their  meaning,  but  that  it 
should  be  sufficient ; — and  it  ran  as  follows7: 

11.  The  Catholic  Faith  was  published  in  the  presence  of  ourviii. 
Sovereign  the  most  religious  and  gloriously  victorious  Emperor,  Confes- 
Constantius,  Augustus,  the  eternal  and  majestic,  in  the  Con- 
sulate  of  the  most  illustrious  Flavians,  Eusebius,  and  Hypatius,  in  mian.  0f 
Sirmium  on  the  11th  of  the  Calends  of  June2.  359.  vid. 

We  believe  in  one  Only  and  True  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  §.  29 
Creator  and  F ramer  of  all  things :  infr- 

And  in  one  Only-begotten  Son  of  God,  who,  before  all  ages, 
and  before  all  origin,  and  before  all  conceivable  time,  and 
before  all  comprehensible  substance,  was  begotten  impassibly  from 
God ;  through  whom  the  ages  were  disposed  and  all  things  were 
made ;  and  Him  begotten  as  the  Only- begotten.  Only  from  the 
Only  Father,  God  from  God,  like  to  the  Father  who  begat  Him, 
according  to  the  Scriptures ;  whose  generation  no  one  knoweth 
save  the  Father  alone  who  begat  Him.  We  know  that  He,  the 
Only-begotten  Son  of  God,  at  the  Father’s  bidding  came 
from  the  heavens  for  the  abolishment  of  sin,  and  was  born  of  the 
Virgin  Mary,  and  conversed  with  the  disciples,  and  fulfilled 
the  economy  according  to  the  Father’s  will,  and  was  crucified, 
and  died  and  descended  into  the  parts  beneath  the  earth,  and 
had  the  economy  of  things  there,  whom  the  gate-keepers  of 
hell  saw  and  shuddered  ;  and  He  rose  from  the  dead  the  third 
day,  and  conversed  with  the  disciples,  and  fulfilled  the  economy, 
and  when  the  forty  days  were  full  ascended  into  the  heavens, 
and  sitteth  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  and  is  coming  in  the 
last  day  of  the  resurrection  in  the  glory  of  the  Father,  to  render 
to  every  one  according  to  his  works. 

And'  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  whom  the  Only-begotten  of  God 
Himself,  Jesus  Christ,  had  promised  to  send  to  the  race  of  men, 
the  Paraclete,  as  it  is  written,  “  I  go  to  the  Father,  and  I  will 
ask  the  Father,  and  He  shall  send  unto  you  another  Paraclete, 
even  the  Spirit  of  Truth,”  He  shall  take  of  Mine  and  shall 
teach  and  bring  to  your  remembrance  all  things. 

was  one  of  those  who  carried  the  long  drawn  up  at  Sirmium.  It  wasthecom- 
Confession  into  the  "West,  though  not  position  of  Mark  of  Arethusa,  yet  it  was 
mentioned  by  Athan.  below.  He  was  written  in  Latin;  and  though  Mark  was 
afterwards  claimed  by  Aetius,  as  agree-  a  Semi-arian,  it  distinctly  abandons  the 
ing  with  him.  Of  Caius,  an  Illyrian  word  substance.  But  this  point  of  his- 
Bishop,  nothing  is  known  except  that  tory  is  involved  in  much  obscurity.  As 
he  sided  throughout  with  the  Arian  it  stands  it  is  a  patchwork  of  two  views, 
party.  It  will  be  observed,  that  it  is  the  Creed 

r  The  Creed  which  follows  had  been  on  which  Athanasius  has  been  anim- 
prepared  at  Sirmium  shortly  before,  and  adverting  above, 
is  the  third,  or,  as  some  think,  the  fourth,  *  May  22,  369,  Whitsun-Eve. 

G  2 
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Counc.  But  whereas  the  term  “  substance,”  has  been  adopted  by  the 
Akim.  Fathers  in  simplicity,  and  gives  offence  as  being  misconceived 
Selec  ky  the  people,  and  is  not  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  it  has 

- - —  seemed  good  to  remove  it,  that  it  be  never  in  any  case  used  of  God 

again,  because  the  divine  Scriptures  no  where  use  it  of  Father 
and  Son.  But  we  say  that  the  Son  is  like  the  Father  in  all 
things,  as  all  the  Holy  Scriptures  say  and  teach  *. 

§.  9.  12.  When  this  had  been  read,  the  dishonesty  of  its  framers 

was  soon  apparent.  For  on  the  Bishops  proposing  that  the 
Aiian  heresy  should  be  anathematized  together  with  the  other 
heresies b,  and  all  assenting,  Ursacius  and  Yalens  and  their 
friends  refused  ;  till  in  the  event  the  Fathers  condemned  them, 
on  the  ground  that  their  confession  had  been  written,  not  in 
sincerity,  but  for  the  annulling  of  the  Acts  of  Xicaea,  and  the 
introduction  instead  of  their  miserable  heresy.  Marvelling  then 
at  the  deceitfulness  of  their  language  and  their  unprincipled 
intentions,  the  Bishops  said;  “  Not  as  if  in  need  of  faith  have 
we  come  hither ;  for  we  have  within  us  faith,  and  that  in  sound¬ 
ness  :  but  that  we  may  put  to  shame  those  who  gainsay  the 
truth  and  attempt  novelties.  If  then  ye  have  drawn  up  this 
formula,  as  if  now  beginning  to  believe,  ye  are  not  so  much  as 
clerks,  but  are  starting  with  school ;  but  if  you  meet  us  with 
the  same  view’s,  with  which  wre  have  come  hither,  let  there  be  a 
general  unanimity,  and  let  us  anathematize  the  heresies,  and 
preserve  the  teaching  of  the  Fathers.  Thus  pleas  for 
Councils  will  not  longer  circulate  about,  the  Bishops  at  Xicaea 
having  anticipated  them  once  for  all,  and  done  all  that  was 
needful  for  the  Catholic  Church'.”  However,  even  then,  in 


a  This  clause  shews  the  presence  and 
influence  of  the  Acacian  party ;  but  the 
confession  is  raised  towards  the  end  by 
the  introduction  of  the  phrase,  “  like  in 
all  things,”  Kara  rraira  cuotoi,  which 
was  added  by  Constantius  himself, 
Epiph.  H®r.  73.  22.  and  which  in  the 
minds  of  the  more  orthodox  included 
“  substance,”  vid.  S.  Cyril,  Catech.  iv. 
7.  xi.  13.  a  sense,  however,  which  is 
contradictory  to  what  goes  before.  It 
is  impossible  to  go  into  this  subject 
without  being  involved  in  historical 
difficulties,  which  there  would  be  no 
room  for  discussing. 

b  The  Eusebian  party  began  after 
the  Nicene  Council  by  attacking  Atha¬ 


nasius  ;  then  they  held  Councils  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  faith ;  then  they  attacked  the 
received  terms  of  theology,  and  thereby 
the  Nicene  Creed,  professing  to  adhere 
to  Scripture.  At  Seleucia,  as  described 
infra,  they  openly  attacked  the  Creed. 
But  they  did  not  dare  avow  the  Arian 
heresy ;  the  first  step  then  on  the  part 
of  the  Catholics  was  to  demand  of  them 
a  condemnation  of  it.  The  Anomceans 
perplexed  the  Eusebians  by  letting 
out  the  secret  of  their  real  Arian- 
ism. 

'  It  need  scarcely  be  said,  that  the 
great  object  of  the  Arians  was  to  ob¬ 
tain  a  consideration  of  the  doctrine 
settled  at  Nieaea  by  a  new  Council. 
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spite  of  this  general  agreement  of  the  Bishops,  still  the  Chap. 
above-mentioned  refused.  So  at  length  the  whole  Council,  — il — 
condemning  them  as  ignorant  and  deceitful  men,  or  rather 
as  heretics,  gave  their  suffrages  in  behalf  of  the  Nicene  Council, 
and  gave  judgment  all  of  them  that  it  was  enough ;  but  as  to 
the  forenamed  Ursacius  and  Yalens,  Germanicus,  Auxentius, 

Caius,  and  Demophilus,  they  pronounced  them  to  be  heretics, 
deposed  them  as  not  really  Christians1,  but  Arians,  and  wrote  1  supr. 
against  them  in  Latin  what  has  been  translated  in  its  sub-  J|0teh. 
stance2  into  Greek,  thus: —  l,Kar* 

dutctftiv 

13.  Copy  of  an  Epistle  from  the  Council  to  Constantins,  10. 

Augustus  d : — 

“  We  believe  it  has  been  ordered  by  God’s  command,  upon  the 
mandate e  of  your  religiousness,  that  we,  the  Bishops  of  the 
Western  Provinces,  came  from  all  parts  to  Ariininum,  for  the 
manifestation  of  the  Faith  to  all  Catholic  Churches  and  the 
detection  of  the  heretics.  For  upon  a  discussion,  in  which  we  all 
took  part  who  are  right-minded,  it  wras  resolved  to  adhere  to  that 
faith  which,  enduring  from  antiquity  we  have  ever  received  from 
Prophets,  Gospels,  and  Apostles,  from  God  Himself,  and  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  the  upholder  of  your  dominion,  and  the  author  of  your 
welfare  For  we  deemed  it  to  be  a  sin,  to  mutilate  any  work  of  the 
saints,  and  in  particular  of  those  who  in  the  case  of  the  Nicene  for- 


This  Athan.  all  through  his  works 
strenuously  resists.  In  the  Letter  which 
follows,  the  Council  observes,  that  the 
Emperor  had  commanded  “  to  treat  of 
the  faith,”  under  which  ambiguous 
phrase  the  Arians  attempted  to  “  pro¬ 
pose,”  as  they  say,  “  something  novel 
for  their  consideration.”  And  so  at 
Sardica  the  Council  writes  to  Pope 
Julius,  that  the  Emperors  Constantius 
and  Constans  had  proposed  three  sub¬ 
jects  for  its  consideration  ;  first,  “  that 
all  points  in  discussion  should  be  de¬ 
bated  afresh  (de  integro),  and  above  all 
concerning  the  holy  faith  and  the  inte¬ 
grity  of  the  truth  which  [the  Arians]  had 
violated.”  Hil.  Fragm.  ii.  11.  Enemies  of 
the  Arians  seem  to  have  wished  this  as 
well  as  themselves  ;  and  the  Council  got 
into  difficulty  in  consequence.  Hosius  the 
president  and  Protogenes  Bishop  of  the 
place  wrote  to  the  Pope  to  explain, 
“  from  fear,”  says  Sozoinen,  “  lest  some 
might  think  that  there  was  any  innova¬ 
tion  upon  the  Nicene  decrees.”  iii.  12. 
From  his  way  of  stating  the  matter, 
Sozomen  seems  to  have  himself  believed 


that  the  Council  did  publish  a  creed. 
And,  as  has  been  alluded  to  in  a  former 
note,  p.  70.  a  remarkable  confession,  and 
attributed  to  the  Council,  does  exist. 
Accordingly  Athanasius,  Eusebius  of 
V ercell® ,and  the  Council  ofAlexandria, 
A.D.  362,  protest  against  the  idea.  “  It 
is  true  that  certain  persons  wished 
to  add  to  the  Nicene  Council  as  if  there 
was  something  wanting,  hut  the  Holy 
Council  was  displeased,”  &c.  Tom.  ad 
Antioch.  However,  Vigilius  of  Thapsus 
repeats  the  report,  contr.  Eutych.  v. 
init. 

d  The  same  version  of  the  Letter 
which  follows  is  found  in  Socr.  ii.  39. 
Soz.  iv.  10.  Theod.  Hist.  ii.  19.  Niceph. 
i.  40.  On  comparison  with  the  Latin 
original,  which  is  preserved  by  Hilary, 
Fragm.  viii.  it  appears  to  be  so  very 
freely  executed,  that  it  has  been  thought 
better  here  to  translate  it  from  the  text 
of  Hilary. 

e  Ex  prmcepto.  Prseceptum  becomes 
a  technical  word  afterwards  for  a  royal 
deed,  charter,  or  edict;  and  it  has 
somewhat  of  that  meaning  even  here. 


Counc. 

Arim. 

AND 

Sei.eu. 


1  supr. 
p.  74. 
note  d. 


80  Letter  of  (he  Council  of  Arim  in  urn. 

mulary.held  session  together  with  Constantine  of  glorious  memory, 
the  Father  of  your  religiousness.  Which  formulary  was  put  abroad 
and  gained  entrance  into  the  minds  of  the  people,  and  being  at 
that  time  drawn  up  against  Arianism,  is  found  to  be  such,  that 
heresies  are  overthrown  by  it ;  from  which,  if  aught  were  sub¬ 
tracted,  an  opening  is  made  to  the  poison  of  the  heretics. 

Accordingly  Ursacius  and  Valens  formerly  came  into  suspicion 
of  the  said  Arian  heresy,  and  were  suspended  from  Communion, 
and  asked  pardon  according  to  their  letters',  and  obtained  it  then 
at  the  Council  of  Milan,  in  the  presence  of  the  legates  of  the  Roman 
Church.  Andsince  Constantine  was  at  the  Nicene  Council,  when  the 
formulary  was  drawn  up  with  great  deliberation,  and  after  being 
baptized  with  the  profession  of  it,  departed  to  God’s  rest,  we  think 
it  a  crime  to  mutilate  aught  in  it,  and  in  any  thing  to  detract 
from  so  many  Saints,  and  Confessors,  and  Successors  of  Mar- 
tyrrs  who  drew  it  up ;  considering  that  they  in  turn  preserved  all 
doctrine  of  the  Catholics  who  were  before  them,  according  to  the 
Scriptures,  and  that  they  remained  unto  these  times  in  which  thy 
religiousness  has  received  the  charge  of  ruling  the  world  from 
God  the  Father  through  our  God  and  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  For  them, 
they  were  attempting  to  pull  up  what  had  been  reasonably  laiddown. 
For,  whereas  the  letters  of  your  religiousness  commanded  to  treat  of 
the  faith,  there  was  proposed  to  us  by  the  aforenamed  troublers 
of  the  Churches,  Germinius  being  associated  with  Auxentius '  and 
Caius,  something  novel  for  our  consideration,  which  contained 
many  particulars  of  perverse  doctrine.  Accordingly,  when  they 
found  that  what  they  proposed  publicly  in  the  Council  was  un¬ 
acceptable,  they  considered  that  they  must  draw  up  another 
statement.  Indeed  it  is  certain  that  they  have  often  changed  these 
formularies  in  a  short  time.  And  lest  the  Churches  should  have 
a  recurrence  of  these  disturbances,  it  seemed  good  to  keep  the 
ancient  and  reasonable  institutions.  For  the  information  there¬ 
fore  of  your  clemency,  we  have  instructed  our  legates  to  acquaint 
you  of  the  judgment  of  the  Council  by  our  letter,  to  whom  we 
have  given  this  sole  direction,  not  to  execute  the  legation  other¬ 
wise  than  for  the  stability  and  permanence  of  the  ancient  decrees; 
that  your  wisdom  also  might  know,  that  peace  would  not  be 
accomplished  by  the  removal  of  those  decrees,  as  the  aforesaid 
Valens  and  Ursacius,  Germinius  and  Caius,  engaged.  On  the 
contrary,  troubles  have  in  consequence  been  excited  in  all  regions 
and  the  Roman  Church. 

On  this  account  we  ask  your  clemency  to  regard  and  hear  all 
our  legates  with  favourable  ears  and  a  serene  countenance,  and 


'Auxentius,  omitted  in  Hilary’s  copy, 
is  inserted  here,  and  in  the  Decree  which 
follows,  from  the  Greek,  since  Atha¬ 
nasius  has  thus  given  his  sanction  to  the 
factof  hisheing  condemned  at  Ariminum. 
Yet  Auxentius  appeals  to  A  riminum  tri¬ 
umphantly.  Hil.  contr.  Aux.  fin.  Socra¬ 
tes,  Hist.  ii.  37.  says,  that  Demophilus 


also  was  deposed,  hut  he  was  an  East¬ 
ern  Bishop,  if  he  be  Demophilus  of 
Berea,  vid.  Coustant.  on  Hil.  Fragm. 
vii.  p.  1342.  Yet  he  is  mentioned  also 
by  Athanasius  as  present,  supra,  §.  9.  A 
few  words  are  wanting  in  the  Latin 
in  the  commencement  of  one  of  the 
sentences  which  follow. 
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Decree  of  the  Council. 

not  to  suffer  aught  to  be  abrogated  to  the  dishonour  of  the  Chap. 
ancients ;  so  that  all  things  may  continue  which  we  have  received  7- 
from  our  forefathers,  who,  as  we  trust,  were  prudent  men,  and 
acted  not  without  the  Holy  Spirit  of  God;  because  by  these 
novelties  not  only  are  faithful  nations  troubled,  but  the  infidels  also 
are  deterred  from  believing.  We  pray  also  that  you  would  give 
orders  that  so  many  Bishops,  who  are  detained  at  Ariminum,  among 
those  are  numbers  who  are  broken  with  age  and  poverty,  may 
return  to  their  own  country,  lest  the  members  of  their  Churches 
suffer,  as  being  deprived  of  their  Bishops.  This,  however,  we 
ask  with  earnestness,  that  nothing  be  innovated,  nothing  with¬ 
drawn  ;  but  that  all  remain  incorrupt  which  has  continued  in 
the  times  of  the  Father  of  your  sacred  piety  and  in  your  own 
religious  days;  and  that  your  holy  prudence  will  not  permit  us  to 
be  harassed,  and  torn  from  our  sees ;  but  that  the  Bishops  may  in 
quiet  give  themselves  always  to  the  prayers,  which  they  do  always 
offer  for  your  own  welfare  and  for  your  reign,  and  for  peace,  which 
may  the  Divinity  bestow  on  you,  according  to  your  merits,  profound 
and  perpetual !  But  our  legates  will  bring  the  subscriptions  and 
names  of  the  Bishops  or  Legates,  as  another  letter  informs  your 
holy  and  religious  prudence. 


14.  Decree  of  the  Council g.  §•  11. 

As  far  as  it  was  fitting,  dearest  brethren,  the  Catholic  Council 
has  had  patience,  and  has  so  often  displayed  the  Church’s  for¬ 
bearance  towards  Ursacius  and  Valens,  Germinius,  Caius,  and 
Auxentius;  who  by  so  often  changing’  what  they  had  believed, 
have  troubled  all  the  Churches,  and  still  are  endeavouring  to 
introduce  their  heretical  spirit  into  Christian  minds.  For  they 
wish  to  annul  the  formulary  passed  at  Nicaea,  which  was  framed 
against  the  Arian  and  other  heresies.  They  have  presented  to  us 
besides  a  creed  drawn  up  by  themselves,  which  we  could  not  law¬ 
fully  receive.  Even  before  this  have  they  been  pronounced 
heretics  by  us,  and  it  has  been  confirmed  by  a  long  period,  whom 
we  have  not  admitted  to  our  communion,  but  condemned  them  in 
their  presence  by  our  voices.  Now  then,  what  seems  good  to 
you,  again  declare,  that  it  may  be  ratified  by  the  subscription  of 
each. 

All  the  Bishops  answered,  It  seems  good  that  the  aforenamed 
heretics  should  be  condemned,  that  the  Church  may  remain  in 
unshaken  faith,  which  is  truly  Catholic,  and  in  perpetual  peace. 

15.  Matters  at  Ariminum  then  had  this  speedy  issue  ;  for 


?  This  Decree  is  also  here  translated 
from  the  original  in  Hilary,  who  has 
besides  preserved  the  “  Catholic  Defi¬ 
nition”  of  the  Council,  in  which  it  pro¬ 
fesses  its  adherence  to  the  Creed  of 
Nicam,  and  in  opposition  to  the  Sir- 
mian  Confession  which  the  Arians  had 


proposed,  acknowledges  in  particular 
both  the  word  and  the  meaning  of  “  sub¬ 
stance;”  “  substantia*  nomen  et  rein,  a 
multis  sanctis  Scripturis  insinuatain 
mentibus  nostris,  obtinere  debere  sui 
firmitatem.”  Fragm.  vii.  3. 
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Counc.  there  was  no  disagreement  there,  but  all  of  them  with  one 
and  accord  both  put  into  writing  what  they  decided  upon,  and 
Selec.  deposed  the  Arians\  Meanwhile  the  transactions  in  Seleucia 
§■  1*2-  the  Rugged  were  as  follows :  it  was  in  the  month  called  by  the 
Romans  September,  by  the  Egyptians  Thoth,  and  by  the 
Macedonians  Gorpiteus',  and  the  day  of  the  month  according 
to  the  Egyptians  the  16th,  upon  which  all  the  members  of  the 
Council  assembled  together.  And  there  were  present  about 
a  hundred  and  sixty ;  and  whereas  there  were  many  who 
were  accused  among  them,  and  their  accusers  were  crying 
out  against  them,  Acacius,  and  Patrophilus,  and  Uranius  of 
Tyre,  and  Eudoxius,  who  usurped  the  Church  of  Antioch, 
and  Leontius,  and  Theodotus,  and  Evagrius,  and  Theodulus, 
and  George  who  has  been  driven  from  the  whole  world11,  adopt 
an  unprincipled  course.  Fearing  the  proofs  which  their  ac¬ 
cusers  had  to  shew  against  them,  they  coalesced  with  the  rest  of 
the  Arian  party l,  (who  were  mercenaries  in  the  cause  of  irreligion 
as  if  for  this  purpose,  and  were  ordained  by  Secundus  who  had 


11  Athanasius  seems  to  have  known 
no  more  of  the  proceedings  at  Arimi- 
num,  which  perhaps  were  then  in  pro¬ 
gress,  when  he  wrote  this  Treatise ; 
their  termination,  as  is  well  known,  was 
very  unhappy,  “  Ingemuit  totus  orbis,” 
says  St.  Jerome,  “  et  Arianum  se  esse 
miratusest.”  ad  Lueif.  19.  A  deputation 
of  ten  persons  was  sent  from  the  Coun¬ 
cil  to  Constantius,  to  which  Valens  op¬ 
posed  nne  of  his  own.  Constantins  pre¬ 
tended  the  barbarian  war,  and  delayed 
an  answer  till  tl  e  beginning  of  October, 
the  Council  having  opened  in  July. 
The  Postscript  to  this  Treatise  con¬ 
tained  the  news  of  this  artifice  and  of 
the  Council's  distress  in  consequence, 
which  Athanasius  had  just  heard.  He 
also  seems  to  have  inserted  into  his 
work,  5.  30  and  31,  upon  the  receipt  of 
the  news  of  the  mission  of  V alens  to 
Constantinople,  a  mission  which  ended 
in  the  submission  of  the  Catholic  dele¬ 
gacy.  Upon  this  returning  to  Ariminum 
with  the  delegates  and  the  Arian  creed 
they  had  signed,  (vid.  infr.  §.  30.) 
Valens,  partly  hy  menaces  and  partly 
by  sophistry,  succeeded  in  procuring  the 
subscriptions  of  the  Council  also  to  the 
same  formula. 

i  Gorpiseus  was  the  first  month  of  the 
Syro-Macedonic  year  among  theGreeks, 
dating  according  to  the  era  of  the  Seleu- 


cidse.  The  Roman  date  of  the  meeting 
of  the  Council  was  the  27th  of  Septem¬ 
ber.  The  original  transactions  at  Ari¬ 
minum  had  at  this  time  been  finished 
as  much  as  two  months,  and  its 
deputies  were  waiting  for  Constantius 
in  Constantinople. 

k  There  is  little  to  observe  of  these 
Acacian  Bishops  in  addition  to  what 
has  been  said  of  several  of  them,  except 
that  George  is  the  Cappadocian,  the 
notorious  intruder  into  the  see  of  S. 
Athanasius.  The  charges  which  lay 
against  them  .were  of  various  kinds. 
Socrates  says  that  the  Acacian  party 
consisted  in  all  of  34 ;  others  increase  it 
by  a  few  more. 

1  The  Eusebian  or  Court  party  are 
here  called  Acacian,  and  were  Anomce- 
ans  and  Semi-arians  alternately,  or 
more  properly  as  they  may  be  called 
Homoean  or  Scriptural;  for  Arians, 
Semi-arians,  and  Anomceans,  all  used 
theological  terms  as  well  as  the  Catho¬ 
lics.  The  Semi-arians  numbered  abont 
100,  the  remaining  dozen  might  be  the 
Egyptian  Bishops  who  were  zealous 
supporters  of  the  Catholic  cause.  How¬ 
ever,  there  were  besides  a  few  Anomce¬ 
ans  or  Arians,  as  Athan.  calls  them, 
with  whom  the  Acacians  now  coa¬ 
lesced. 
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been  deposed  by  the  great  Council,)  the  Libyan  Stephen,  Chap. 
and  Seras,  and  Pollux,  who  were  under  accusation  upon  — _l — 
various  charges,  next  Pancratius,  and  one  Ptolemy  a  Mele- 
tianra.  And  they  made  a  pretence  of  entering  upon  the 
question  of  faith,  but  it  was  clear  “  they  were  doing  so 
from  fear  of  their  accusers ;  and  they  took  the  part  of 
the  heresy,  till  at  length  they  were  left  bv  themselves.  For, 
whereas  supporters  of  the  Acacians  lay  under  suspicion  and 
were  very  few,  but  the  others  were  the  majority;  therefore 
the  Acacians,  acting  with  the  boldness  of  desperation, 
altogether  denied  the  Nicene  formula,  and  censured  the 
Council,  while  the  others,  who  were  the  majority,  accepted 
the  whole  proceedings  of  the  Council,  except  that  they  com¬ 
plained  of  the  word  “  Consubstantial,”  as  obscure  and  open 
to  suspicion.  When  then  time  passed,  and  the  accusers 
pressed,  and  the  accused  put  in  pleas,  and  thereby  were 
led  on  further  by  their  irreligion  and  blasphemed  the  Lord, 
thereupon  the  majority  of  Bishops  became  indignant",  and 
deposed  Acacius,  Patrophilus,  Uranius,  Eudoxius,  and  George 
the  contractor1,  and  others  from  Asia,  Leontius,  and  Theodosius, 1  pork- 
Evagrius  and  Theodoret,  and  excommunicated  Asterius,  tractor 
Eusebius,  Augerus,  Basilicus,  Phoebus,  Fidelius,  Eutychius, to  the 
and  Magnus.  And  this  they  did  on  their  non-appearance,  ivoVi*- 
when  summoned  to  defend  themselves  on  charges  which  ™,,t 
numbers  preferred  against  them.  And  they  decreed  that  so  Arian. 
they  should  remain,  until  they  made  their  defence  and  j^ld’ 

Orat.21. 

16. 


m  The  Meletian  schismatics  of  Egypt 
had  formed  an  alliance  with  the  Arians 
from  the  first.  Athan.  imputes  the 
alliance  to  ambition  and  avarice  in  the 
Meletians,  and  to  zeal  for  their  heresy 
in  the  Arians.  Ad  Ep.  JE g.  22.  vid. 
also  Hist.  Arian.  78.  After  Sardica  the 
Semi-arians  attempted  a  coalition  with 
the  Donatists  of  Africa.  Aug.  contr. 
Crese.  iii.  38. 

E  Acacius  had  written  to  the  Semi- 
arian  Macedonius  of  Constantinople 
in  favour  of  the  xari  rctvra  h'fitiov,  and 
of  the  Son’s  being  r>is  aurnt  outrlai,  and 
this  the  Council  was  aware  of.  Soz.  iv. 
22.  Acacius  made  answer  that  no  one 
ancient  or  modern  was  ever  judged  by 
his  writings.  Socr.  ii.  40. 

°  They  also  confirmed  the  Semi- 


arian  Confession  of  the  Dedication,  341. 
of  which  infr.  §.  22.  Basil  of  Ancyra, 
theleading  Semi-arian,  was  not  present; 
and  he  and  Mark  of  Arethusa  were  both 
parties  to  the  Acacian  third  Sirmium 
Confession,  which  had  been  proposed  at 
Ariminum.  George  of  Laodicea,  how¬ 
ever,  who  was  with  him  at  the  Council  of 
Ancyra  in  the  foregoing  year,  acted  as 
the  leader  of  the  Semi-arians.  After 
this  the  Acacians  drew  up  another 
Confession, which  Athan.  has  preserved, 
infra,  §.  29.  in  which  they  persist  in 
their  rejection  of  all  but  Scripture 
terms.  This  the  Semi-arian  majority 
rejected,  and  proceeded  to  depose  its 
authors.  There  is  nothing  to  remark 
as  regards  the  names  of  Arian  Bishops 
here  introduced  into  the  test. 
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Counc.  cleared  themselves  of  the  offences  imputed  to  them.  And 
and  a*'ter  despatching  the  sentence  pronounced  against  them  to 

Sfleu-  the  diocese  of  each,  they  proceeded  to  Constantius,  that  most 
irreligious  p  Augustus,  to  report  to  him  their  proceedings,  as 
they  had  been  ordered.  And  this  was  the  termination  of  the 
Council  in  Seleucia. 

§.  13.  16.  Who  then  but  must  approve  of  the  conscientious  conduct 

of  the  Bishops  at  Ariminum  ?  who  endured  such  labour  of 
journey  and  perils  of  sea,  that  by  a  sacred  and  canonical 
resolution  they  might  depose  the  Arians,  and  guard  inviolate 
the  definitions  of  the  Fathers.  For  each  of  them  deemed 
that,  if  they  undid  the  acts  of  their  predecessors,  they  were 
affording  a  pretext  to  their  successors  to  undo  what  they 

1  supr.  themselves  then  were  enacting1.  And  who  but  must  condemn 

P-  80>  the  fickleness  of  the  party  of  Eudoxius  and  Acacius,  who 

2  *£ « sacrifice2  the  honour  due  to  their  own  fathers  to  partizan- 

veutn. 

infr.  §. 

]  6.  fin. 


l*  Up  to  the  year  356,  Athanasius 
had  treated  Constantius  as  a  member 
of  the  Church  ;  but  at  that  date  the 
Eusebian  or  Court  party  abandoned  the 
Semi-aiians  for  the  Anomceans,  George 
of  Cappadocia  was  sent  as  Bishop  to 
Alexandria,  Athanasius  was  driven 
into  the  desert,  St.  Hilary  and  other 
Western  Bishops  were  sent  into  banish¬ 
ment,  Hosius  was  persecuted  into  sign¬ 
ing  an  Arian  confession,  and  Pope 
Liberius  into  communicating  with  the 
Arians.  Upon  this  Athanasius  chang¬ 
ed  his  tone  and  considered  that  he  had 
to  deal  with  an  Antichrist.  We  have 
seen  above,  note  g,  the  language  both 
of  himself  and  others  in  consequence. 
In  his  Apol.  contr.  Arian.  init. 
(A.D.  350.)  ad  Ep.  iEg.  5.  (356.)  and 
his  Apol. ad  Constant,  passim.  (356.)  he 
calls  the  Emperor  most  pious,  reli¬ 
gious,  &c.  At  the  end  of  the  last-men¬ 
tioned  work,  §.  27.  the  news  comes  to 
him  while  in  exile  of  the  persecution  of 
the  Western  Bishops  and  the  measures 
against  himself.  He  still  in  the  per¬ 
oration  calls  Constantius,  “  blessed  and 
divinely  favoured  Augustus,”  and  urges 
on  him  that  he  is  a  “  Christian. 
rt;,  Emperor.”  In  the  works  which  fol¬ 
low,  Apol.  de  fuga,  §.  26.  (357.)  he  calls 
him  an  heretic;  and  Hist.  Arian.  «.  45, 
&c.  (358.)  speaking  of  the  treatment  of 
Hosius,  &e.  he  calls  him  Ahah,” 


“  Belshazzar,”  “  Saul,”  “  Antichrist.” 
The  passage  at  the  end  of  the  Apol. 
contr.  Arian.  in  which  he  speaks  of  the 
“  much  violence  and  tyrannical  power 
of  Constantius,”  is  an  addition  of 
Athan.’s  at  a  later  date,  vid.  Montfau- 
con’s  note  on  §.  88.  fin.  This  is  worth 
mentioning,  as  it  shews  the  unfairness 
of  the  following  passage  from  Gibbon, 
ch.  xxi.  note  116.  “  As  Athanasius 
dispersed  secret  invectives  against  Con¬ 
stantius,  see  the  Epistle  to  the  monks,” 
[i.  e.  Hist.  Arian.  ad  Monach.  A.  D. 
358.]  “  at  the  same  time  that  be 
assured  him  of  his  profound  respect,  we 
might  distrust  the  professions  of  the 
Archbishop,  tom.  i.  p.  677.”  [i.  e.  ap¬ 
parently  Apol.  ad  Const.  A.D.  356.] 
Again  in  a  later  part  of  the  chapter, 
“  In  his  public  Apologies,  which  he 
addressed  to  the  Emperor  himself,  he 
sometimes  affected  the  praise  of  modera¬ 
tion  ;  whilst  at  the  same  time  in  secret 
and  vehement  invectives  he  exposed 
Constantius  as  a  weak  and  wicked 
prince,  the  executioner  of  his  family, 
the  tyrant  of  the  republic,  and  the  Anti¬ 
christ  of  the  Church.”  He  offers  no 
proof  of  this  assertion.  It  may  be  added 
that  S.  Greg.  Xaz.  praises  Constantius, 
but  it  is  in  contrast  to  Julian.  Orat.  iv. 
3.  v.  6.  And  S.  Ambrose,  but  it  is  for 
his  enmitv  to  paganism.  Ep.  i.  18. 
n.  32. 
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ship  and  patronage  of  the  Ario-maniacs11?  for  what  confidence  Chap. 
can  be  placed  in  their  acts,  if  the  acts  of  their  fathers  be  — : — 
undone  ?  or  how  call  they  them  fathers  and  themselves  suc¬ 
cessors,  if  they  set  about  impeaching  their  judgment  ?  and 
especially  what  can  Acacius  say  of  his  own  master,  Eusebius, 
who  not  only  gave  his  subscription  in  the  Nicene  Council, 
but  even  in  a  letter  1  signified  to  his  flock,  that  that  was  true  i  vid. 
faith,  which  the  Council  had  declared?  for,  if  he  explained de 

3- 


(i  “  The  dumb  ass  forbade  the  mad¬ 
ness  of  the  prophet,”  'rapxpeov'uir.  On 
the  word Gibbon  observes, 

“  The  ordinary  appellation  with  which 
Athanasius  and  his  followers  chose  to 
compliment  the  Arians,  was  that  of 
Arioraanites,”  ch.  xxi.  note  61.  Eather, 
the  'name  originally  was  a  state  title, 
injoined  by  Constantine,  vid.  Petav. 
de  Trin.  i.  8.  fin.  Naz.  Orat.  p.  794. 
note  e.  and  thenceforth  used  by  the 
general  Church,  e.  g.  Eustathius  of 
Antioch,  ap.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  7.  Con¬ 
stant.  ap.  Conoil.  t.  i.  p.  456.  b.  Hilar, 
de  Trin.  vi.  Julius  ap.  A  than.  Apol. 
23.  Council  of  Egypt,  ibid.  6.  Phse- 
badius,  contr.  Arian.  circ.  fin.  Epiph. 
H»r.  69.  19.  (o  fiaviuin;' Ajiw.)  Greg. 
Naz.  Orat.  ii.  37.  rnt  ’Aji/ou  zaXut 

Ivof/auHi panct*  and  SO  o  Trtt  ftxnas 
ircoyvpos-  Orat.  43.  30.  vid.  also  Orat. 
20.  5.  and  so  Proclus,  rriv’Aftiov  pzvtuv 
ad  Armen,  p.  618  fin.  And  Athan.  e.  g. 
fzarlccv  Sia/SaAou.  ad  Serap.  i.  1.  also 
ad  Serap.  i.  17  fin.  19  init.  20.  d.  24. 
e.  29.  e.  ii.  1  fin.  iv.  5  init.  6  fin.  15 
fin.  16  fin.  In  some  of  these  the  denial 
of  the  divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost  is 
the  madness.  In  like  manner  Hilary 
speaks  continually  of  their  “  furor.” 
de  Trin.  e.  g.  i.  17.  Several  meanings 
are  implied  in  this  title ;  the  real  rea¬ 
son  for  it  was  the  fanatical  fury  with 
which  it  spread  and  maintained  itself ; 
e.  g.  o  fiavizo;  igctrriii  mu  %airrov,  en¬ 
thusiastic.  Chrysost.  inEsai.vi.  1  Horn, 
iv.  3.  p.  124.  Thus  Athan.  contrasts 
the  Arian  hatred  of  the  truth,  with  the 
mere  worldliness  of  the  Meletians,  supr. 
p.  89.  note  m.  Hence  they  are  atriflitt, 

.  and  governed  by  zazatoia 
ahd  ztcztfgauuiti.  Again,  Socrates 
speaks  of  it  as  a  flame  which  ra¬ 
vaged,  inn/zim,  provinces  and  cities, 
i.  6.  And  Alexander  cries  out.  a  unxriov 
ru$ou  zai  uftiroov  /zauat.  Theod.  Hist.  i. 
3.  p.  741 .  vid.  also  pp.  735,  6.  747.  And 


we  read  much  of  their  eager  spirit  of 
proselvtism.  Theod.  ibid.  The  ori¬ 
ginal  word  mania  best  expresses  it  in 
English.  Their  cruelty  came  into 
this  idea  of  their  “mania;”  hence 
Athan.  in  one  place  calls  the  Arian 
women,  in  the  tumult  under  George 
of  Cappadocia,  Mcenades.  “  They 
running  up  and  down  like  Bac¬ 
chanals  and  furies,  za)  l^lnuit, 

thought  it  a  misfortune  not  to  find 
opportunity  for  injury,  and  passed  that 
day  in  grief  in  which  they  could  do  no 
harm.”  Hist.  Arian.  59.  Also  “  pro- 
fana  Ariorum  novitas  velut  qutedam 
Bellona  aut  Furia.”  Vincent.  Commin. 
6.  Eustathius  speaks  of  ol  rn; 

u/ii'ou  0vfzi\,nf  (jLiuo^o^Qi.  ap.  Phot.  225. 
p.  759.  And  hence  the  strange  parono¬ 
masia  of  Constantine,  ’A gsj,  with 

an  allusion  to  Horn.  II.  v.  31.  A  second 
reason, or  rather  sense, of  the  appellation 
was  what  is  noted,  supr.  p.  2.  note  e. 
that,  denying  the  Word,  they  have  for¬ 
feited  the  gift  of  reason,  e.  g.  tuv 
*A^uo/uaviruv  *rw>  aXoyiav.  de  Sent. 
Dion.  init.  vid.  ibid.  24.  fin.  Orat.  ii.  §. 
32.  c.  iii.  §.  63.  throughout.  Hence  in 
like  manner  Athan.  speaks  of  the  heathen 
as  mad  who  did  not  acknowledge  God  and 
His  Word,  contr.  Gent.  fin.  also  23.  fin. 
Hence  he  speaks  of  tihoiXt/zavia.  contr. 
Gent.  10.  and  21  fin.  Again,  Incarn. 
47.  he  speaks  of  the  mania  of  oracles, 
which  belongs  rather  to  the  former 
sense  of  the  word.  Other  heresies  had 
the  word  mania  applied  to  them,  e.  g. 
that  of  Valentinus  Athan.  Orat.  ii.  §. 
70.  zfii  (jMitnrtti.  Epiphanius  speaks 
of  the  i/4fia>r)i  ii2zuzaXla  of  the  Noe- 
tians.  Hair.  57.  2.  Nazianzen  con¬ 
trasts  the  sickness,  of  Sahellius 

with  the  madness  of  Arius;  Orat.  20. 
5.  but  Athan.  says,  ftainrui  /tit'' Agtitt , 
uzinrai  21  2«j3 iXXiot,  Orat.  iv.  25. 
But  this  note  might  he  prolonged  in¬ 
definitely. 
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Counc.  himself  in  that  letter  in  his  own  way',  yet  he  did  not  contradict 
Council’s  terms,  but  even  charged  it  upon  the  Arians, 
Seleu-  that,  their  position  that  the  Son  was  not  before  His  gene¬ 
ration,  was  not  even  consistent  with  Ilis  being  before  Mary. 
What  then  will  they  proceed  to  teach  the  people  who  are 
under  their  teaching  ?  that  the  fathers  erred  ?  and  how  are 
they  themselves  to  be  trusted  by  those,  whom  they  teach  to 
disobey  their  Teachers?  and  with  what  faces  too  will  they  look 
upon  the  sepulchres  of  the  Fathers  whom  they  now  name 
heretics?  And  why  do  they  defame  the  Yalentinians,  Phrygians, 
and  Manichees,  yet  give  the  name  of  saint  to  those  whom 
they  themselves  suspect  of  making  parallel  statements?  or  how 
can  they  any  longer  be  Bishops,  if  they  were  ordained  by 
1  P-  80-  persons  whom  they  accuse  of  heresy 1  ?  But  if  their  senti- 
p.  82.  ments  were  wrong  and  their  writings  seduced  the  world,  then 
noteu.  theij-  memory  perish  altogether;  when,  however,  you  cast 
out  their  books,  go  and  cast  out  their  relics  too  from  the 
cemeteries,  so  that  one  and  all  may  know  that  they  are  se- 
§.  14.  ducers,  and  that  you  are  parricides.  The  blessed  Apostle 
l  Cor.  approves  of  the  Corinthians  because,  he  says,  ye  remember 
’  ‘  me  in  all  things,  and  keep  the  traditions  as  I  delivered  them 
to  you ;  but  they,  as  entertaining  such  views  of  their  prede¬ 
cessors,  will  have  the  daring  to  say  just  the  reverse  to  their 
flocks :  “  We  praise  you  not  for  remembering  your  fathers, 
but  rather  we  make  much  of  you,  when  you  hold  not  their 
traditions.”  And  let  them  go  on  to  cast  a  slur  on  their  own 
ignoble  birth,  and  say,  “  We  are  sprung  not  of  religious 
men  but  of  heretics.”  For  such  language,  as  I  said  before, 
*»{(«•  is  consistent  in  those  who  barter2  their  Father’s  fame  and 
Deer de  own  salvation  for  Arianism,  and  fear  not  the  words  of 
§■  4.  the  divine  proverb,  There  is  a  generation  that  cursetli  their 
30°ll.  father,  and  the  threat  lying  in  the  Law  against  such. 

17.  They  then,  from  zeal  for  the  heresy,  are  of  this  obstinate 
temper ;  you,  however,  be  not  troubled  at  it,  nor  take  their 
audacity  for  truth.  For  they  dissent  from  each  other,  and, 
whereas  they  have  revolted  from  their  Fathers,  are  not  of  one 
and  the  same  mind,  but  float  about  with  various  and  discordant 
changes.  And,  as  quarrelling  with  the  Council  of  Xicaea,  they 


T  us  r,tiXr,r i».  vid.  also  de  Deer.  §.  3.  us  Kti^xeat  ad  Ep.  /Eg.  5. 
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have  held  many  Councils  themselves,  andhave  published  afaith  Chap. 
in  each  of  them,  and  have  stood  to  none1,  nay,  they  will  never  - 


I. 


ad  Ep. 


do  otherwise,  for  perversely  seeking,  they  will  never  find  that  j£g.  6.' 
Wisdom  which  they  hate.  I  have  accordingly  subjoined 
portions  both  of  Arius’s  writings  and  of  whatever  else  I  could 
collect,  of  their  publications  in  different  Councils ;  whereby 
you  will  learn  to  your  surprise  with  what  object  they  stand 
out  against  an  Ecumenical2  Council  and  their  own  Fathers2  supr. 
without  blushing.  £ote  ‘0m 


CHAP.  II. 

HISTORY  OF  A  RIAN  OPINIONS. 

Arias's  own  sentiments;  his  Thalia  and  Letter  to  S.  Alexander  ;  corrections 
by  Eusebius  and  others;  extracts  from  the  works  of  Asterius  ;  letter  of 
the  Council  of  Jerusalem;  first  Creed  of  Arians  at  the  Dedication  at 
Antioch ;  second,  Lucian’s  on  the  same  occasion ;  third,  by  Theophronius ; 
fourth,  sent  to  Constans  in  Gaul ;  fifth,  the  Macrostiche  sent  into  Italy ; 
sixth,  at  Sirmium;  seventh,  at  the  same  place;  and  eighth  also,  as 
given  above  in  Chapter  i;  ninth,  at  Seleucia;  tenth,  at  Constantinople  ; 
eleventh,  at  Antioch. 

Counc.  1.  Arius  and  his  friends  thought  and  professed  thus:  “  God 
and  made  the  Son  out  of  nothing,  and  called  Him  His  Son  ;”  “  The 
Selep-  Word  of  God  is  one  of  the  creatures;”  and  “  Once  He  was 
not;”  and  “  He  is  alterable ;  capable,  when  it  is  His  will,  of 
altering.”  Accordingly  they  were  expelled  from  the  Church 
§.  15.  by  Alexander  of  blessed  memory.  However,  after  his  ex¬ 
pulsion,  when  he  was  with  the  Eusebians,  he  drew  up  his 
1 «  i»  heresy  upon  paper,  and  imitating,  as  if  in  festivity1,  no 
(ciX,C!'  grave  writer,  but  the  Egyptian  Sotades,  in  the  dissolute  tone 
of  his  metre”,  he  writes  at  great  length,  for  instance  as 
follows : — 


2.  Blasphemies  of  Arius. 

God  Himself  then,  in  His  own  nature,  is  ineffable  by  all  men. 
Equal  or  like  Himself  He  alone  has  none,  or  one  in  glory. 


a  Again,  Orat.  i.  §.  2 — 5.  he  calls 
him  the  Sotadean  Arius  ;  and  speaks  of 
the  “  dissolute  manners,”  and  “  the 
effeminate  tone,”  and  the  “  jests”  of 
the  Thalia;  a  poem  which,  he  says 
shortly  before,  “  is  not  even  found 
among  the  more  respectable  Greeks, 
but  among  those  only  who  sing  songs 
over  their  wine,  with  noise  and  re¬ 
vel.”  vid.  also  de  Sent.  D.  6.  Con¬ 
stantine  also  after  the  “  Agtt  'Amk, 
proceeds,  iur%ircd  §1  Cl  n  yoiv  'A^oobi- 
ins  ipiAla.  Epiph.  Ha?r.  CD.  *J  tin. 
Socrates  too  says  that  “  the  character 
of  the  book  was  gross  and  dissolute.” 
Hist.  i.  9.  The  Arian  Philostorgius 
tells  us  that  “  Arius  wrote  songs  for  the 
sea  and  for  the  mill  and  for  the  road, 
and  then  set  them  to  suitable  music,” 
Hist.  ii.  2.  It  is  remarkable  that  Athana¬ 


sius  should  say  the  Egyptian  Sotades, 
and  again  in  Sent.  D.  G.  There  were 
two  Poets  of  the  name  ;  one  a  writer  of 
the  Middle  Comedy,  Athen.  Deipn.  vii. 
II  ;  but  the  other,  who  is  here  spoken 
of,  was  a  native  of  Maronea  in  Crete, 
according  to  Suidas,  (in  voc.)  under 
the  successors  of  Alexander,  Athen. 
xiv.  4.  He  wrote  in  Ionic  metre, 
which  was  of  infamous  name  from  the 
subjects  to  which  he  and  others  applied 
it.  vid.  Suid.  ibid.  Some  read  “  Sota- 
dicos”  for  “  Socraticos,”  Juv.  Satir. 
ii.  10.  vid.  also  Martial  Ep.  ii.  86. 
The  characteristic  of  the  metre  was  the 
recurrence  of  the  same  cadence,  which 
virtually  destroyed  the  division  into 
verses,  Turneb.  in  Quinc-t.  i.  8.  and 
thus  gave  the  composition  that  lax 
and  slovenly  air  to  which  Athanasius 
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And  Ingenerate  we  call  Him,  because  of  Him  who  is  generate  Chap. 

by  nature. 

We  praise  Him  as  Unoriginate  because  of  Him  who  has  an  origin 
And  adore  Him  as  everlasting,  because  of  Him  who  in  time 

has  come  to  be. 

The  Unoriginate  made  the  Son  an  origin  of  things  generated ; 

And  advanced  Him  as  a  Son  to  Himself  by  adoption. 

He  has  nothing  proper  to  God  in  proper  subsistence. 

For  He  is  not  equal,  no,  nor  one  in  substance b  with  Him. 

Wise  is  God,  for  He  is  the  teacher  of  Wisdom0. 

There  is  full  proof  that  God  is  invisible  to  all  beings. 

Both  to  things  which  are  through  the  Son,  and  to  the  Son  He  is 

invisible. 

I  will  say  it  expressly,  how  by  the  Son  is  seen  the  Invisible; 

By  that  power  by  which  God  sees,  and  in  His  own  measure. 

The  Son  endures  to  see  the  Father,  as  is  lawful. 

Thus  there  is  a  Three,  not  in  equal  glories. 

Not  intermingling  with  each  other'1  are  their  subsistences. 

One  more  glorious  than  the  other  in  their  glories  unto  immensity. 
Foreign  from  the  Son  in  substance  is  the  Father,  for  He  is 

Unoriginate. 


alludes.  Horace’s  Ode,  “  Miserarura 
est  nec  amori,  &e.”  is  a  specimen  of  this 
metre,  and  some  have  called  itSotadic ; 
but  Bentley  shews  in  loc.  that  Sotades 
wrote  in  the  Ionic  h  majore,  and  that 
his  verse  had  somewhat  more  of  system 
than  is  found  in  the  Ode  of  Horace. 
Athenreus  implies  that  all  Ionic  metres 
were  called  Sotadic,  or  that  Sotades 
wrote  in  various  Ionic  metres.  The 
Church  adopted  the  Doric  music,  and 
forbade  the  Ionic  and  Lydian.  The 
name  “  Thalia”  commonly  belonged  to 
convivial  songs ;  Martial  contrasts  the 
“  lasciva  Thalia”  with  “  carmina  sanc- 
tiora,”  Epigr.  vii.  17.  vid.  Thaliarehus, 
“  the  master  of  the  feast,”  Horat.  Od. 
i.  9.  If  one  were  to  attempt  to  form  a 
judgment  on  the  nature  of  Arius’s 
proceeding,  it  would  be  this  ;  that  he 
attempted  to  popularize  his  heresy  by 
introducing  it  into  the  common  employ¬ 
ments  and  recreations  of  life,  and  having 
no  reverence,  he  fell  into  the  error  of 
modern  religionists,  who,  with  a  better 
creed,  sing  spiritual  songs  at  table,  and 
use  in  their  chapels  glees  and  opera 
airs.  This  would  be  more  offensive  of 
old  even  than  now,  in  proportion  to  the 
keener  sensibilities  of  the  South  and  the 
more  definite  ideas  which  music  seems 


to  have  conveyed  to  their  minds  ;  and 
more  especially  in  a  case  where  the 
metre  Arius  employed  had  obtained  so 
shocking  a  reputation,  and  was  asso¬ 
ciated  in  the  minds  of  Christians  with 
the  deeds  of  darkness,  in  tl:e  midst  of 
which  in  those  heathen  times  the  Church 
lived  and  witnessed. 

b  This  passage  ought  to  have  been 
added  to  note  t,  p.  35.  supr.  as  contain¬ 
ing  a  more  direct  denial  of  the  ipmunsy ; 
so  incorrect  is  Gibbon’s  assertion,  that 
on  Eusebius’s  “  ingenuously  confessing 
that  it  was  incompatible  with  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  their  theological  system,  the 
fortunate  opportunity  was  eagerly  em¬ 
braced  by  the  Bishops,”  as  if  they  were 
bent  at  all  hazards,  and  without  re¬ 
ference  to  the  real  and  substantial  agree¬ 
ment  or  disagreement  of  themselves  and 
the  Arians,  to  find  some  word  which 
might  accidentally  serve  to  exclude 
the  latter  from  communion. 

c  That  is,  AVisdom,  or  the  Son,  is 
but  the  disciple  of  Him  who  is  Wise, 
and  not  the  attribute  by  which  He  is 
Wise,  which  is  what  the  Sahellians 
said,  vid.  Orat.  iv.  §.  2.  and  what  Arius 
imputed  to  the  Church. 

uviTipixre),  that  is,  he  denied  the 
.  vid.  infra,  Orat.  iii.  3,  &c. 
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Counc.  Understand  that  the  One  was;  hut  the  Two  was  not,  before 
Arim-  it  was  in  existence. 

Seleu.  It  follows  at  once  that,  though  the  Son  was  not,  the  Father  was  God. 

Hence  the  Son,  not  being,  (for  He  existed  at  the  "ill  ofthe  Father,) 
Is  God  Only-begotten,  and  He  is  alien  from  either. 

Wisdom  existed  as  Wisdom  by  the  will  of  the  Wise  God. 

Hence  He  is  conceived  in  numberless  conceptions'. 

Spirit.  Power,  Wisdom,  God’s  glory.  Truth,  Image,  and  Word. 
Understand  that  He  is  conceived  to  be  Radiance  and  Light. 

One  equal  to  the  Son,  the  Superior  is  able  to  generate. 

But  more  excellent,  or  superior,  or  greater,  He  is  not  able. 

At  God’s  will  the  Son  is  what  and  whatsoever  He  is 

And  when  and  since  He  wras,  from  that  time  He  has  subsisted 

from  God. 

He,  being  a  strong  God,  praises  in  His  degree  the  Superior. 

To  speak  in  brief,  God  is  ineffable  by  His  Son. 

For  He  is  to  Himself  what  He  is,  that  is,  unspeakable. 

So  that  nothing  which  is  called  comprehensible r 

Does  the  Son  know  to  speak  about ;  for  it  is  impossible  for  Him 

To  investigate  the  Father,  who  is  by  Himself. 

For  the  Son  does  not  know  His  own  substance. 

For,  being  Son,  He  really  existed,  at  the  will  of  the  Father. 
What  argument  then  allows,  that  He  who  is  from  the  Father 
Should  know  His  own  parent  by  comprehension  ? 

For  it  is  plain  that,  for  That  which  hath  origin 
To  conceive  how  the  Unoriginate  is. 

Or  to  grasp  the  idea,  is  not  possible. 

§.  16.  3.  And  what  they  wrote  by  letter  to  Alexander  of  blessed 

memory,  the  Bishop,  runs  as  follows : — 

To  Our  Blessed  Popee  and  Bishop ,  Alexander,  the  Presbyters 
and  Deacons,  send  health  in  the  Lord. 

Our  faith  from  our  forefathers,  w  hich  also  we  have  learned  from 


e  t ntolais,  that  is,  our  Lord’s  titles 
are  but  tiames,  or  figures ,  not  properly 
belonging  to  Him  but  only  existing  in 
our  minds. 

t  xxra  xxraXrr^/if,  that  is,  there  is 
nothing  comprehensible  in  the  Father 
for  the  Son  to  know  and  declare.  On 
the  other  hand  the  doctrine  of  the  Ano- 
moeans,  who  in  most  points  agreed  with 
Arius,  was,  that  all  men  could  know 
Almighty  God  perfectly;  according  to 
Socrates,  who  says,  “  Not  to  seem  to  be 


slandering,  listen  to  Eunomius  himself, 
what  words  he  dares  to  use  in  sophistry 
concerning  God  ;  they  run  thus: — ‘God 
knows  not  of  His  substance  more  than 
we  do ;  nor  is  it  known  to  Him  more,  to 
us  less  ;  but  whatsoever  we  may  know  of 
it,  that  He  too  knows;  and  what  again 
He,  that  you  will  find  without  any 
distinction  in  us.’  ”  Hist.  iv.  7. 

S  Alexanderis  also  so  called,  Theod. 
Hist.  i.  4.  p.  749.  Athanasius,  Hieron. 
contr.  Joan.  4.  Heraclas,  also  of  Alex- 
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thee,  Blessed  Pope,  is  this : — VVe  acknowledge  One  God,  alone  Chap. 
Ingenerate,  alone  Everlasting,  alone  Unoriginate,  alone  True,  U. 
alone  having  Immortality,  alone  Wise,  alone  Good,  alone  Sovereign; 

Judge,  Governor,  and  Providence  of  all,  unalterable  and  unchange¬ 
able,  just  and  good,  God  of  Law  and  Prophets  and  New  Testament; 
who  generated  an  Only-begotten  Son  before  eternal  times,  through 
whom  He  has  made  both  the  ages  and  the  universe ;  and  generated 
Him,  not  in  semblance,  but  in  truth  ;  and  that  He  made  Him 
subsist  at  His  own  will  unalterable  and  unchangeable;  perfect 
creature  of  God,  but  not  as  one  of  the  creatures;  offspring,  but 
not  as  one  of  things  generated;  nor  as  Valentinus  pronounced  that 
the  offspring  of  the  Father  was  an  issue1';  nor  as  Manichaeus 
taught  that  the  offspring  was  a  portion  of  the  Father,  one  in  sub¬ 
stance'  ;  or  as  Sabellius,  dividing  the  One,  speaks  of  a  Son-and- 
Fatherk ;  nor  as  Hieracas,  of  one  torch  from  another,  or  as  a  lamp 
divided  into  two1 ;  nor  of  Him  who  was  before,  being  afterwards 
generated  or  new-created  into  a  Son"',  as  thou  too  thyself'  Blessed 


andria,  by  Dionysius  apud  Euseb.  Hist, 
vii.  7.  Epiphanius  of  Cyprus,  Idieron. 
Ep.  57,  2.  John  of  Jerusalem,  Hier. 
contr.  Joan.  4.  Cyprian  of  Carthage, 
Ep.  ap.  Cypr.  31.  Augustine  of  Hippo, 
Hier.  Ep.  141  init.  Lupus,  Pragmatius, 
Leontius,  Theoplastus,  Eutropius,  &c.  of 
Gaul,  by  Sidon.  Apoll.  Ep.  vi.  Eutyehes, 
Archimandrite,  Abraham  Abbot,  are 
called  by  the  same  name,  in  the  Acts  of 
Chalcedon. 

h  What  the  V alentinian  was, 

is  described  in  Epiph.  Ha?r.  3l ,  13.  The 
/Eons,  wishing  to  shew  thankfulness  to 
God,  contributed  together  (I /laviauftivtu;) 
whatever  was  most  beautiful  of  each  of 
them,  and  moulding  these  several  ex- 
cel’encies  into  one,  formed  this  Issue, 
TocfZzX'urPai  to  the  honour  and 

glory  of  the  Profound,  fhvtot,  and  they 
called  this  star  and  flower  of  the  Pie- 
roma,  Jesus,  &c.  And  so  Tertullian 
“  a  joint  contribution,  ex  aere  collatitio, 
to  the  honour  and  glory  of  the  Father, 
ex  omnium  defloratione  constructum,” 
contr.  V alent.  12.  Accordingly  Origen 
protests  against  the  notion  of  wjs/LXa, 
Periarch.iv.  p.  190.  and  Athanasius  Ex¬ 
pos.  (. 1.  The  A  rian  A  sterius  too  considers 
wja|3aA«  to  introduce  the  notion  of  ri*- 
vayovlaj  Euseb.  contr.  Marc.i.4.p.20.vid. 
also  Epiph.  Hmr.72.7.  Yet  Eusebius  uses 
the  word  !Tjo/3ttXXf<7(ta/.Eccles.  Theol.i.8. 
On  the  other  hand  Tertullian  uses  it  with 
a  protest  against  the  V alentinian  sense. 
Justin  has  a-fa/SXiifiv  yittv/ta,  Tryph. 
62.  And  Nazianzen  calls  the  Almighty 
Father  trfo/ieXiu;  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 
Orat.  29.  2.  Arius  introduces  the  word 
here  as  an  argumentum  ad  invidiam. 
Hi!,  de  Trin.  vi.  9. 


'  The  Manichees  adopting  a  material 
notion  of  the  divine  substance,  con¬ 
sidered  that  it  was  divisible,  and  that  a 
portion  of  it  was  absorbed  by  the  power 
of  darkness,  vid.  Appendix  to  Transla¬ 
tion  of  St.  Augustine’s  Confessions,  ii. 

Is  This  word  is  made  the 

symbol  of  the  Noetians  or  Sabellians  by 
both  Catholics  and  Arians,  as  if  their 
doctrine  involved  or  avowed  Patripas- 
sianism,  or  that  the  Father  suffered. 
Without  entering  upon  the  controversy 
raised  by  Beausobre,  (Hist.  Manicb.  iii. 
6.  §.  7,  &e.)  Mosheim,  (Ant.  Constant, 
ssec.  ii.  §.  68.  iii.  32.)  and  Lardner, 
(Cred.  part  ii.  ch.  41.)  on  the  subject, 
we  may  refer  to  the  following  passages 
for  the  use  of  the  term.  It  is  ascribed  to 
Sabellius,  Ammon,  in  Caten.  Joan.  i. 
1.  p.  14.  to  Sabellius  and  Marcellus, 
Euseb.  Eccl.  Theol.  ii.  5.  to  Marcel¬ 
lus,  Cyr.  Hier.  Catech.  xv.  9.  also  iv. 
8.  xi.  16.  Epiph.  Hrer.  73.  11  fin.  to 
Sabellians,  Athan.  Expos.  F.  2.  and  7 
Can.  Constant,  and  Greg.  Nyssen.  contr. 
Eum.  xii.  p.  305.  to  certain  heretics, 
Cyril  Alex,  in  Joann,  p.  243.  to  Prax- 
eas  and  Montanus.  Mar.  Merc.  p.  128. 
to  Sabellius,  Ceesar.  Dial.  i.  p.  550.  to 
Noetus,  Damasc.  Hser.  57. 

1  Hieracas  was  a  Manichman.  He 
compared  the  Two  Divine  Persons  to 
the  two  lights  of  one  lamp,  w’here  the 
oil  is  common  and  the  flame  double, 
thus  implying  a  substance  distinct  from 
Father  and  Son,  or  to  a  flame  divided 
into  two  by  (for  instance)  the  papyrus 
which  was  commonly  used  instead  of  a 
wick.  vid.  Hilar,  da  Trin.  vi.  12. 

ra  Bull  considers  that  the  doctrine  of 
such  Fathers  ishere  spoken  of  as  held  that 


H 


98 


Arias's  letter  to  Alexander. 


COUNC. 
A  RIM. 
AND 

Selku. 


Rom. 
11,  36. 

Pa.  110, 
3. 

John 
16,  28. 

1  r,xu 

and  so 
Chrys. 
Horn.  3. 
Hebr. 
init. 
Epiph. 
Hrer.  73. 
31.  and 
36. 

§•  17. 


Pope,  in  the  midst  of  the  Church  and  in  Session  hast  often  con¬ 
demned;  but,  as  we  say,  at  the  will  of  God,  created  before  times 
and  before  ages,  and  gaining  life  and  being  from  the  Father,  who 
gave  subsistence  to  His  glories  together  with  Him.  For  the 
Father  did  not,  in  giving  to  Him  the  inheritance  of  all  things, 
deprive  Himself,  of  what  He  has  ingenerately  in  Himself;  for  He 
is  the  Fountain  of  all  things. 

Thus  there  are  Three  Subsistences.  And  God,  being  the  cause 
of  all  things,  is  Unoriginate  and  altogether  Sole,  but  the  Son  being 
generated  apart  from  time  by  the  Father,  and  being  created  and 
founded  before  ages,  was  not  before  His  generation,  but  being 
generated  apart  from  time  before  all  things,  alone  was  made  to 
subsist  by  the  Father.  For  He  is  not  eternal  or  co-eternal  or  co- 
ingencrate  with  the  Father,  nor  has  He  His  being  together  with  the 
Father,  as  some  speak  of  relations",  introducing  two  ingenerate 
origins,  but  God  is  before  all  things  as  being  a  One  and  an 
Origin  of  all.  Wherefore  also  He  is  before  the  Son ;  as  we  have 
learned  also  from  Thy  preaching  in  the  midst  of  the  Church.  So 
far  then  as  from  God  He  has  being,  and  glories,  and  life,  and  all 
things  are  delivered  unto  Him,  in  such  sense  is  God  His  origin. 
For  He  is  above  Him,  as  being  His  God  and  before  Him.  But 
if  the  terms  from  Him,  and  from  the  womb,  and  I  came  forth  from 
the  Father,  and  1  am  come',  be  understood  by  some  to  mean  as  if  a 
part  of  Him,  one  in  substance,  or  as  an  issue,  then  the  Father  is 
according  to  them  compounded  and  divisible  and  alterable  and 
material,  and,  as  far  as  their  belief  goes,  has  the  circumstances  of 
a  body,  who  is  the  Incorporeal  God. 

This  is  a  part  of  what  the  Arians  cast  out  from  their 
heretical  hearts; 

4.  And  before  the  Nicene  Council  took  place,  similar  state- 


our  Lord’s  ruyxaraliitirn  to  create  the 
world  was  a  yitvnrit,  anc  certainly  such 
language  as  that  of  Hippol.  contr. 
Noet.  §.  15.  favours  the  supposition. 
But  one  class  of  the  Sabellians  may 
more  probably  be  intended,  who  held 
that  the  Word  became  the  Son  on  His 
incarnation,  such  as  Marcellus,  vid. 
Euseb.  Eccles.  Theol.  i.  1.  contr.  Marc, 
ii.  3.  vid.  also  Eccles.  Theol.  ii.  9. 
p.  114.  b.  ftnV  a}.\ori  ci.XXr,t  x.  r  X. 
Also  the  Macrostich  says,  “  We  ana¬ 
thematize  those  who  call  Him  the 
mere  Word  of  God,  not  allowing 
Him  to  be  Christ  and  Son  of  God  before 
all  ages,  but  from  the  time  He  took  on 
Him  our  flesh  ;  such  are  the  followers 
of  Marcellus  and  Photinus,  &c.”  infra, 
§.  26.  Again,  Athanasius,  Orat.  iv.  15. 
says  that,  of  those  who  divide  the  Word 
from  the  Son,  some  called  our  Lord’s 
manhood  the  Son,  some  the  two  Natures 
together,  and  some  said  “  that  the  Word 


Himself  became  the  Son  when  He  was 
made  man.”  It  makes  it  more  likely 
that  Marcellus  is  meant,  that  Asterius 
seems  to  have  written  against  him  before 
the  Nicene  Council,  and  that  Arius 
in  other  of  his  writings  borrowed  from 
Asterius.  vid.  de  Decret.  §.  8. 

n  Eusebius's  letter  to  Euphration, 
which  is  mentioned  just  after,  expresses 
this  more  distinctly — “  If  they  co-exist, 
how  shall  the  Father  be  Father  and  the 
Son  Sod  ?  or  how  the  One  first,  the  Other 
second  ?  and  the  One  ingenerate  and 
the  Other  generate  P”  Acta  Cone.  7. 
p.  301.  The  phrase  r£  n  Bull  well 
explains  to  refer  to  the  Catholic  truth 
that  the  Father  or  Son  being  named, 
the  Other  is  therein  implied  without 
naming.  Defens.  F.  N.  iii.  9.  §.  4. 
Hence  Arius,  in  his  Letter  to  Euse¬ 
bius,  complains  that  Alexander  says, 
afl  o  dtot,  ail  o  vtis’  ccfia  crxr r.o.  afxet  uios , 

Theod.  Hist.  i.  4. 
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ments  were  made  by  Eusebius’s  party,  Narcissus,  Patrophilus,  Ch  ap. 
Maris,  Paulinus,  Tlieodotus,  and  Athanasius  of  Nazarbi0.  — — — 
And  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia  wrote  over  and  above  to  Arius, 
to  this  effect,  “  Since  your  sentiments  are  good,  pray  that  all 
may  adopt  them  ;  for  it  is  plain  to  any  one,  that  what  has 
been  made  was  not  before  its  generation  ;  but  what  came  to 
be,  has  an  origin  of  being.”  And  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  in 
Palestine,  in  a  letter  to  Euphration  the  Bishop,  did  not 
scruple  to  say  plainly  that  Christ  was  not  true  Godp.  And 
Athanasius  of  Nazarbi  uncloked  the  heresy  still  further, 
saying  that  the  Son  of  God  was  one  of  the  hundred  sheep. 

For  writing  to  Alexander  the  Bishop,  he  had  the  extreme 
audacity  to  say :  “  Why  complain  of  the  Arians,  for  saying, 

The  Son  of  God  is  made  as  a  'creature  out  of  nothing,  and 
one  among  others  ?  For  all  that  are  made  being  represented 
in  parable  by  the  hundred  sheep,  the  Son  is  one  of  them. 

If  then  the  hundred  are  not  created  and  generated,  or  if  there 
be  beings  beside  that  hundred,  then  may  the  Son  be  not  a 
creature  nor  one  among  others  ;  but  if  those  hundred  are  all 
generate,  and  there  is  nothing  besides  the  hundred  save  God 
alone,  what  extravagance  do  the  Arians  utter,  when,  as  com¬ 
prehending  and  reckoning  Christ  in  the  hundred,  they  say 
that  He  is  one  among  others  ?”  And  George  who  now  is  in 
Laodicea,  and  then  was  presbyter  of  Alexandria,  and  was 
staying  at  Antioch,  wrote  to  Alexander  the  Bishop ;  “  Do 
not  complain  of  the  Arians,  for  saying,  ‘  Once  the  Son  of 
God  was  not,’  for  Esaias  came  to  be  son  of  Amos,  and,  whereas 
Amos  was  before  Esaias  came  to  be,  Esaias  was  not  before, 
but  came  to  be  afterwards.”  And  he  wrote  to  the  Arians, 

“  "Why  complain  of  Alexander  the  Pope1,  saying,  that  the  Son 1  p.  9 o, 
is  from  the  Father  ?  for  you  too  need  not  fear  to  say  that  thenote  g' 

Son  was  from  God.  For  if  the  Apostle  wrote,  All  things  are  i  Cor. 

11,  12. 


°  Most  of  these  original  Arians  were 
attacked  in  a  work  of  Marcellus’s  which 
Eusehius  answers.  “  Now  he  replies  to 
Asterius,”  says  Eusebius,  “  now  to  the 
great  Eusebius,”  [of  Nicomedia,]  “  and 
then  he  turns  upon  that  man  of  God, 
that  indeed  thrice  blessed  person  Pau¬ 
linus,  [ofTyre.]  Then  he  goes  towar  with 
Origen. . . .  Next  he  marches  out  against 
Narcissus,  and  pursues  the  other  Eu¬ 
sebius,”  himself.  “  In  a  word,  he  counts 


for  nothing  all  the  Ecclesiastical  Fa¬ 
thers,  being  satisfied  with  no  one  but 
himself.”  contr.  Marc.  i.  4.  There  is 
little  to  be  said  of  Maris  and  Theodotus. 
Nazarbi  is  more  commonly  called  Ana- 
zarbus,  and  is  in  Cilicia. 

P  Thisis  quoted,  among  other  passages 
from  Eusebius,  in  the  7th  General  Coun¬ 
cil,  Act.  6.  p.  409.  “  The  Son  Himself 
is  God,  but  not  Very  God.” 
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Counc .from  Cod ,  and  it  is  plain  that  all  things  are  made  of  nothing, 
AND'  though  the  Son  too  is  a  creature  and  one  of  things  made, 

S":LEU-  still  He  may  be  said  to  be  from  God  in  that  sense  in  which 
all  things  arc  said  to  be  from  God.”  From  him  then  the 
Arians  learned  to  pretend  to  the  phrase  from  God,  and  to  use 
it  indeed,  but  not  in  a  good  meaning.  And  George  himself 
was  deposed  by  Alexander  for  certain  reasons,  and  among 
them  for  manifest  irreligion  ;  for  he  was  himself  a  presbyter, 
as  has  been  said  before. 

§.  18.  5.  On  the  whole  then  such  were  their  statements,  as  if  they 

all  were  in  dispute  and  rivalry  with  each  other,  which  should 
make  the  heresy  more  irreligious,  and  display  it  in  a  more 
naked  form.  And  as  for  their  letters  I  have  them  not  at  hand, 
to  dispatch  them  to  you  ;  else  I  would  have  sent  you  copies ; 
but,  if  the  Lord  Mill,  this  too  I  will  do,  when  I  get  possession  of 
the  n.  And  one  Asterius'1  from  Cappadocia,  a  many-headed 
Sophist,  one  of  the  Eusebians,  whom  they  could  not  advance 
into  the  Clergy,  as  having  done  sacrifice  in  the  former  persecu¬ 
tion  in  the  time  of  Constantius’s  grandfather,  writes,  with  the 
countenance  of  the  Eusebians,  a  small  treatise,  which  was  on 
a  par  with  the  crime  of  his  sacrifice,  yet  answered  their 
vishes  ;  for  in  it,  after  comparing,  or  rather  preferring,  the 
locust  and  the  caterpillar  to  Christ,  and  saying  that  Wisdom 
in  God  was  other  than  Christ,  and  was  the  Framer  as  well  of 
Christ  as  of  the  world,  he  went  round  the  Churches  in  Syria 
and  elsewhere,  with  introductions  from  the  Eusebians,  that 
as  he  once  had  been  at  pains  to  deny  the  truth,  so  now  he 


9  Asterius  has  been  mentioned  above, 
p.  13.  note  b.  Philostorgius  speats  of 
him  as  adopting  Semi-arian  terms  ;  and 
Acacius  gives  an  extract  from  him  con¬ 
taining  them.  ap.  Epiph.  Har.  72.  C. 
and  doubtless  both  he  (to  judge  by  his 
fragments)  and  Eusebius  write  with 
much  less  of  revolting  impiety  than 
others  of  their  party.  Thus  in  one  of 
the  extracts  made  in  the  text  he  dis¬ 
tinguishes  after  the  manner  of  the  Semi- 
arians  between  the  ymnrixfi  and  the 
^xftiougytxri  ^uvafii;.  Again,  the  illus¬ 
tration  of  the  Sun  in  another  much 
resembles  Euseb.  Demonstr.  iv.  5.  So 
does  his  doctrine,  supr.  de  Deer.  §.  8. 
that  the  Son  was  generated  to  create 
other  beings,  and  that,  because  they 
could  not  bear  the  hand  of  the  Al¬ 


mighty,  al-o  vid.Orat.ii.-24.ef.Demonstr. 
iv.  4.  Eccl.  Theol.  i.  8. 13.  Pnep.  vii.  15. 
but  especially  Eusebius’s  avowal,  “  not 
that  the  Father  was  not  able,  did  He 
beget  the  Son  ;  but  because  those  things 
which  were  made  were  not  able  to  sus¬ 
tain  the  power  of  the  Ingenerate,  there¬ 
fore  speats  He  through  a  Mediator, 
eontr.  Sabell.  i.  p.  9.  At  the  same 
time  if  he  is  so  to  be  considered, 
it  is  an  additional  proof  that  the 
Semi -arians  of  325  were  far  less  Ca¬ 
tholic  than  those  of  359.  He  seems 
to  be  called  many-headed  with  an 
allusion  to  the  Hydra,  and  to  his 
activity  in  the  Arian  cause  and  his 
fertility  in  writing.  He  wrote  com¬ 
ments  on  Scripture. 
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might  make  free  with  it.  The  bold  man  intruded  himself  Chap. 
into  forbidden  places,  and  seating  himself  in  the  place  of — — — 
Clerks,  he  used  to  read  publicly  this  treatise  of  his,  in  spite 
of  the  general  indignation.  The  treatise  is  written  at  great 
length,  but  portions  of  it  are  as  follows : — 

“  For  the  Blessed  Paul  said  not  that  he  preached  Christ,  His, 
that  is,  God’s,  ‘proper  Power’  or  ‘  Wisdom,”’  but  without  the 
article,  God’s  Power  and  God’s  Wisdom,  preaching  that  the  1  Cor. 
proper  power  of  God  Himself  was  distinct,  which  was  connatural  U 
and  co-existent  with  Him  ingenerately,  generative  indeed  of 
Christ,  creative  of  the  whole  world  ;  concerning  which  he  teaches 
in  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  thus,  The  invisible  things  of  Him  Rom.  1 , 
from  the  creation  of  the  world  are  clearly  seen,  being  understood  by  20- 
the  things  which  are  made,  even  His  eternal  power  and  godhead. 

For  as  no  one  would  say  that  the  Godhead  there  mentioned  was 
Christ,  but  the  Father  Himself,  so,  as  I  think.  His  eternal 
power  is  also  not  the  Only-begotten  God,  but  the  Father  who 
begat  Him.  And  he  tells  us  of  another  Power  and  Wisdom  of 
God,  namely,  that  which  is  manifested  through  Christ,  and  made 
known  through  the  works  themselves  of  His  Ministry. 

And  again  : — 

Although  His  eternal  Power  and  Wisdom,  which  truth  argues 
to  be  Unoriginate  and  Ingenerate,  would  appear  certainly  to  be  one 
and  the  same,  yet  many  are  those  powers  which  are  one  by  one 
created  by  Him,  of  which  Christ  is  the  First-born  and  Only- 
begotten.  All  however  equally  depend  upon  their  Possessor,  and 
all  His  powers  are  rightly  called  His,  who  has  created  and  uses 
them ;  for  instance,  the  Prophet  says  that  the  locust,  which  became 
a  divine  punishment  of  human  sin,  was  called  by  God  Him¬ 
self,  not  only  the  power  of  God,  but  the  great  power.  And 
the  blessed  David  too  in  most  of  the  Psalms,  invites,  not  Angels 
alone,  but  Powers  also  to  praise  God.  And  while  he  invites  them 
all  to  the  hymn.  He  presents  before  us  their  multitude,  and  is  not 
unwilling  to  call  them  ministers  of  God,  and  teaches  them  to  do 
His  will. 

6.  These  bold  words  against  the  Saviour  did  not  content  him,  iy. 
but  he  went  further  in  his  blasphemies,  as  follows : 

The  Son  is  one  among  others ;  for  He  is  first  of  things  gene¬ 
rated,  and  one  among  intellectual  natures ;  and  as  in  things  visible 
the  sun  is  one  among  what  is  apparent,  and  it  shines  upon  the 

r  None  but  the  Clergy  might  enter  orders,  Suunxci,  to  enter  the  Chancel 
the  Chancel,  i.  e.  in  Service  time,  and  then  communicate.  Can.  19.  vid. 

Hence  Theodosius  was  made  to  retire  also  44.  Cone.  t.  1.  p.  788,  789.  It  is 
by  St.  Ambrose.  Tbeod  v.  1".  The  doubtful  w  hat  orders,  the  word  h^xrixd 
Council  of  Laodicea,  said  to  be  held  is  intended  to  include,  vid.  biughuiu 
A.D.  372,  forbids  any  but  persons  in  Antiqu.  viii.  6.  $.  7. 
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whole  world  according  to  the  command  of  its  Maker,  so  the  Son, 
being  one  of  the  intellectual  natures,  also  enlightens  and  shines 
upon  all  that  are  in  the  intellectual  world. 

And  again  he  says,  Once  He  was  not,  writing  thus : — “  And 
before  the  Son’s  generation,  the  Father  had  pre-existing 
knowledge  how  to  generate ;  since  a  physician  too,  before  he 
cured,  had  the  science  of  curing  V’  And  he  says  again  :  “  The 
Son  was  created  by  God’s  beneficent  earnestness;  and  the 
Father  made  Him  by  the  superabundance  of  His  Power.”  And 
again :  “  If  the  will  of  God  has  pervaded  all  the  works  in 
succession,  certainly  the  Son  too,  being  a  work,  has  at  llis 
will  come  to  be  and  been  made.”  Now  though  Asterius  was 
the  only  person  to  write  all  this,  the  Eusebians  felt  the  like  in 
common  with  him. 

7.  These  are  the  doctrines  for  which  they  are  contending;  for 
these  they  assail  the  Ancient  Council,  because  its  members 
did  not  propound  the  like,  but  anathematized  the  Arian 
heresy  instead,  which  they  were  so  eager  to  recommend.  On 
this  accoimt  they  put  forward,  as  an  advocate  of  their  irreli- 
gion,  Asterius  who  sacrificed,  a  sophist  too,  that  he  might  not 
spare  to  speak  against  the  Lord,  or  by  a  shew  of  reason  to 
mislead  the  simple.  And  they  were  ignorant,  the  shallow 
men,  that  they  were  doing  harm  to  their  own  cause.  For  the 
ill  savour  of  their  advocate’s  idolatrous  sacrifice,  betraved 
still  more  plainly  that  the  heresy  is  Christ’s  foe.  And  now 
again,  the  general  agitations  and  troubles  which  they  are 
exciting,  are  in  consequence  of  their  belief,  that  by  their 
numerous  murders  aud  their  monthly  Councils,  at  length 
they  will  undo  the  sentence  which  has  been  passed  against 
the  Arian  heresy2.  But  here  too  they  seem  ignorant,  or  to 
pretend  ignorance,  that  even  before  Nicsea  that  heresy  was 
held  in  detestation,  when  Artemas8  was  laying  its  foundations, 
and  before  him  Caiaphas’s  assembly  and  that  of  the  Phari¬ 
sees  his  contemporaries.  And  at  all  times  is  this  school  of 
Christ’s  foes  detestable,  and  will  not  cease  to  be  hateful, 

•  Artemas  or  Artemon  was  one  of  now  be  called  Unitarianism,  or  that  our 
the  chiefs  of  a  school  of  heresy  at  Lord  was  a  mere  man.  Artemas  seems 
Rome  at  the  end  of  the  second  cen-  to  have  been  more  known  in  the  East ; 
tury.  Theodotus  was  another,  and  the  at  least  is  more  frequently  mentioned  in 
more  eminent.  They  founded  separate  controversy  with  the  Arians,  e.  g.  by 
sects.  Their  main  tenet  is  what  would  Alexander,  Theod.  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  739.  ’ 
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the  Lord’s  Name  being  full  of  love,  and  the  whole  creation  Chap. 
bending  the  knee,  and  confessing  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  ^ 
to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father.  11.  ’ 

8.  Yet  so  it  is,  they  have  convened  successive  Councils  §.  21. 
against  that  Ecumenical  One ',  and  are  not  yet  tired *.  After  the  1  p-  49, 
Nicene,  the  Eusebians  had  been  deposed ;  however,  in  course  note  °' 
of  time  they  intruded  themselves  without  shame  upon  the 
Churches,  and  began  to  plot  against  the  Bishops  who  with¬ 
stood  them,  and  to  substitute  in  the  Church  men  of  their 
own  heresy.  Thus  they  thought  to  hold  Councils  at  their 
pleasure,  as  having  those  who  concurred  with  them,  whom 
they  had  ordained  on  purpose  for  this  very  object2.  Accord-  2p-  84, 
ingly,  they  assemble  at  Jerusalem,  and  there  they  write 
thus : — 

The  Holy  Council  assembled  in  Jerusalem  "  by  the  grace  of 
God,  to  the  Church  of  God  which  is  in  Alexandria,  and  to  all 
throughout  Egypt,  Thebais,  Libya,  and  Pentapolis,  also  to  the 
Bishops,  Priests,  and  Deacons  throughout  the  world,  health  in 
the  Lord. 

To  all  of  us  who  have  come  together  into  one  place  from 
different  provinces,  to  the  great  celebration,  which  we  have  held 
at  the  consecration  of  the  Saviour's  Martyry1,  built  to  God  the 


•  It  will  be  observed,  that  the  Euse- 
bian  or  court  party  from  341  to  358, 
contained  in  it  two  elements,  the  more 
religious  or  Semi-arian  which  tended 
to  Catholicism,  and  ultimately  coa¬ 
lesced  with  it,  the  other  the  proper 
Arian  or  Anomcean  which  was  essen¬ 
tially  heretical.  During  the  period 
mentioned,  it  wore  for  the  most  part 
the  Semi-arian  profession.  Athanasius 
as  well  as  Hilary  does  justice  to  the 
Semi-arians ;  but  Athanasius  does  not 
seem  to  have  known  or  estimated  the 
quarrel  between  them  and  the  Arians 
as  fully  as  Hilary.  Accordingly,  while 
the  former  is  bent  in  this  treatise  in  bring¬ 
ing  out  the  great  fact  of  the  variations  of 
the  heretical  party,  Hilary,  wishing  to 
commend  the  hopeful  Semi-arians  to  the 
Gallic  Church,  makes  excuses  for  them, 
ou  the  ground  of  the  necessity  of  expla¬ 
nations  of  the  Nicene  formulary,  “  ne- 
cessitatem  hanc  furor  hereticus  im- 
ponit.”  Hil.  de  Syn.  63.  vid.  also  62. 
and  28.  At  the  same  time,  Hilary 
himself  bears  witness  quite  as  strongly 
as  Athan.  to  the  miserable  variations 


of  the  heretical  party,  vid.  supr.  p.  76, 
note  k.  as  Ammianus  in  p.  75,  note 
h.  The  same  thing  is  meant  in  Nazi- 
anzen’s  well-knowTn  declaration  against 
Councils,  “  Neversaw  I  Councilhrought 
to  a  useful  issue,  nor  remedying,  but 
rather  increasing  existing  evils.”  Ep. 
130. 

u  This  Council  at  Jerusalem  was  a 
continuation  of  one  held  at  Tyre  at 
which  Athan.  was  condemned.  It  was 
very  numerously  attended  ;  by  Bishops, 
(as  Eusebius  says,  Yit.  Const,  iv.  43.) 
from  Macedonia,  Pannonia,  Thrace, 
Asia  Minor,  Syria,  Arabia,  Egypt,  and 
Libya.  One  account  speaks  of  the 
number  as  being  above  200.  He  says 
that  “  an  innumerable  multitude  from  all 
provinces  accompanied  them.”  It  was 
the  second  great  Council  in  Constan¬ 
tine’s  reign,  and  is  compared  by  Euse¬ 
bius  (invidiously)  to  the  Nicene,  c.  47. 
At  this  Council  Arius  was  solemnly 
received,  as  the  Synodal  Letter  goes  on 
to  say. 

x  This  Church,  called  the  Martvry 
or  Testimony,  was  built  over  the  spot 
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Counc.  King  of  all,  and  to  His  Christ,  by  the  zeal  of  the  most  religious 
Aium.  Emperor  Constantine,  the  grace  of  Christ  provided  a  higher  grati- 
SfYfu  ^cat'on>  the  conduct  of  that  most  religious  Emperor  himself, 
— -  who,  l>y  letters  of  his  own.  banishing  from  the  Church  of  God 
all  jealousy,  and  driving  far  away  all  envy,  by  means  of  which, 
the  members  of  Christ  had  been  for  a  long  season  in  dissention, 
exhorted  us,  what  was  our  duty,  with  open  and  peaceable 
mind  to  receive  Arius  and  his  friends,  whom  for  a  while  jealousy 
which  hates  virtue  had  contrived  to  expel  from  the  Church.  And 
the  most  religious  Emperor  bore  testimony  in  their  behalf  by 
his  letter  to  the  exactness  of  their  faith,  which,  after  inquiry  of 
them,  and  personal  communication  with  them  by  word  of  mouth, 
he  acknowledged,  and  made  known  to  us,  subjoining  to  his  own 
letters  their  orthodox  teaching  in  writing y,  which  we  all  con¬ 
fessed  to  be  sound  and  ecclesiastical.  And  he  reasonably  recom¬ 
mended  that  they  should  be  received  and  united  to  the  Church 
of  God,  as  you  will  know  yourselves  from  the  transcript  of  the 
same  Epistle,  which  we  have  transmitted  to  your  reverences.  We 
believe  that  yourselves  also,  as  if  l'ecovering  the  very  members  of 
your  own  body,  will  experience  great  joy  and  gladness,  in  ac¬ 
knowledging  and  recovering  your  own  bo .\  els,  your  own  brethren 
and  fathers ;  since  not  only  the  Presbyters  who  are  friends 
of  Arius  are  given  back  to  you,  but  also  the  whole  Christian 
people  and  the  entire  multitude,  which  on  occasion  of  the  afore¬ 
said  men  have  a  long  time  been  in  dissension  among  you.  More¬ 
over  it  were  fitting,  now  that  you  know  for  certain  what  has 
passed,  and  that  the  men  have  communicated  with  us  and  have 
been  received  by  such  a  Holy  Council,  that  you  should  with  all 
readiness  hail  this  your  coalition  and  peace  with  your  own 
members,  specially  since  the  articles  of  the  faith  which  they  have 
published  preserve  indisputable  the  universally  confessed  aposto¬ 
lical  tradition  and  teaching. 

§.  22.  9.  Tins  was  the  first  of  their  Councils,  and  in  it  they  were 

speedy  in  divulging  their  views,  and  could  not  conceal  them. 


made  sacred  by  our  Lord’s  death, 
burial,  and  resurrection,  in  commemo¬ 
ration  of  the  discovery  of  the  Holy 
Cross,  and  has  been  described  from 
Eusebius  in  the  preface  to  the  Trans¬ 
lation  of  S.  Cyril's  Catechetical  Lec¬ 
tures,  p.  xxiv.  It  was  begun  A.  H.  326, 
and  dedicated  at  this  date,  A.D.  335, 
on  Saturday  the  13th  of  September. 
The  14th  however  is  the  feast  of  the 
Exaltatio  S.  Crucis  both  in  East  and 
West. 

y  This  is  supposed  to  be  the  same 
Confession  which  is  preserved  by  Socr. 
i.  26.  aod  Soz.  ii.  27.  and  was  presented 
to  Constantine  by  Arius  in  330.  It 
says  no  more  than  “  And  in  the  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  His  Son,  who  was  begot¬ 


ten  from  Him  befo-e  all  the  ages  God 
and  Word,  through  whom  all  things 
were  made,  both  in  the  heavens  and 
upon  earth afterwards  it  professes  to 
have  “  received  the  faith  from  the  holy 
Evangelists,”  and  to  believe  “  as  all  the 
Catholic  Church  and  as  the  Scriptures 
teach.”  The  Synodal  Letter  in  the 
text  adds  “  apostolical  tradition  and 
teaching.”  Arius  might  safely  appeal 
to  Scripture  and  the  Church  for  a  creed 
which  did  not  specify  the  point  in  con¬ 
troversy.  In  his  letter  to  Eusebius  of 
Nicomedia  before  the  Nicene  Council 
where  he  does  state  the  distinctive 
articles  of  his  heresy  he  appeals  to  him 
as  a  fellow  pupil  in  the  School  of  Lu¬ 
cian,  not  to  tradition.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  4. 
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after  the  expulsion  of  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  Alexandria, - - — 

recommended  the  reception  of  Arius  and  his  friends,  they 
shewed,  that  their  measures  against  Athanasius  himself 
then,  and  before  against  all  the  other  Bishops  who  withstood 
them,  had  for  their  object  their  receiving  Anus’s  party,  and 
introducing  the  heresy  into  the  Church.  But  although  they 
had  approved  in  this  Council  all  Aldus’s  malignity,  and  had 
ordered  to  receive  his  party  into  communion,  as  they  had  set 
the  example,  yet  feeling  that  even  now  they  were  short  of 
their  wishes,  they  assembled  a  Council  at  Antioch  under 
colour  of  the  so-called  Dedication2;  and,  since  they  were  in 
general  and  lasting  odium  for  their  heresy,  they  publish 
different  letters,  some  of  this  sort,  and  some  of  that;  and 
what  they  wrote  in  one  letter  was  as  follows : — 

We  have  not  been  followers  of  Arius, — how  could  Bishops,  ist  Con- 
such  as  we,  follow  a  Presbyter  ? — nor  did  we  receive  any  other  fession 
faith  beside  that  which  has  been  handed  down  from  the  begin-  °^nlst  of 
ninga.  But,  after  taking  on  ourselves  to  examine  and  to  verify  his  tjoc]j 
faith,  we  have  admitted  him  rather  than  followed  him ;  as  you  A.  D. 
will  understand  from  our  present  avowals.  341. 

For  we  have  been  taught  from  the  first,  to  believe  in  one 
God,  the  God  of  the  Universe,  the  Framer  and  Preserver  of  all 
things  both  intellectual  and  sensible. 

And  in  One  Son  of  God,  Only-begotten,  existing  before  all 
ages,  and  being  with  the  Father  who  begat  Him,  by  whom  all 
things  were  made,  both  visible  and  invisible,  who  in  the  last 
days  according  to  the  good  pleasure  of  the  Father  came  down. 


2  i.  e.  the  dedication  of  the  Domini- 
cum  Aureum,  which  had  been  ten 
years  in  building,  vid.  the  description 
of  it  in  Euseb.  Vit.  Const,  iii.  50.  This 
Council  is  one  of  great  importance 
in  the  history,  though  it  was  not  at¬ 
tended  by  more  than  90  Bishops  ac¬ 
cording  to  Ath.  infr.  or  97  according 
to  Hilary  de  Syn.  28.  The  Eusebians 
had  w'ritten  to  the  Roman  see  against 
Athan.  and  eventually  called  on  it 
to  summon  a  Council.  Accordingly, 
Julius  proposed  a  Council  at  Rome; 
they  refused  to  come,  and  instead  held 
this  meeting  at  Antioch.  Thus  in  a 
certain  sense  it  is  a  protest  of  the  East 
against  the  Pope’s  authority.  Twenty- 
five  Canons  are  attributed  to  this 
Council,  wnich  have  been  received 
into  the  Code  of  the  Catholic  Church, 


though  not  as  from  this  Council,  which 
took  at  least  some  of  them  from  more 
ancient  sources.  It  is  remarkable  that 
S.  Hilary  calls  this  Council  an  assembly 
of  Saints,  de  Syn.  32.  but  it  is  his 
course  throughout  to  look  at  these 
Councils  on  their  hopeful  side.  vid. 
note  t. 

•  The  Council  might  safely  appeal 
to  antiquity,  since,  with  Arius  in  the 
Confession  noticed  supr.  note  y,  they 
did  not  touch  on  the  point  in  dispute. 
The  number  of  their  formularies,  three 
or  four,  shews  that  they  had  a  great 
difficulty  in  taking  any  view  which 
would  meet  the  wishes  and  express 
the  sentiments  of  one  and  all.  The  one 
that  follows,  which  is  their  first,  is  as 
meagre  as  Arius’s,  quoted  note  y. 


l  (Hi 
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CouNc.and  took  flesh  of  the  Virgin,  and  fulfilled  all  His  Father's  will ; 
Akim.  ancj  suffered  and  rose  again,  and  ascended  into  heaven,  and 
Sei  k!  s'tteth  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  and  cometh  again  to 
- — judge  quick  and  dead,  and  remaineth  King  and  God  unto  all 
ages. 

And  we  believe  also  in  the  Holy  Ghost;  and  if  it  be  necessary 
to  add,  we  believe  concerning  the  resurrection  of  the  flesh,  and 
the  life  everlasting. 


§.  '23.  10.  Here  follows  what  they  published  next  at  the  same 

Dedication  in  another  Epistle,  being  dissatisfied  with  the 
first,  and  devising  something  newer  and  fuller : 

iid  Con-  We  believe lj,  conformably  to  the  evangelical  and  apostolical 
fession  tradition,  in  One  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  the  Framer,  and 
°r  Maker,  and  Preserver  of  the  Universe,  from  whom  are  all 

tioch,  things. 

A.  D.  And  in  One  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  His  Only- begotten  Son,  God, 
341.  by  whom  are  all  things,  w'ho  was  begotten  before  all  ages  from 
1  Vid.  the  Father,  God  from  God,  whole  from  whole,  sole  from  sole1, 
xthCon- perfect  from  perfect,  King  from  King,  Lord  from  Lord,  Living 
fnfr*0"’  "  or(L  Llvlng  Wisdom,  true  Light,  Way,  Truth,  Resurrection, 
^  30  Shepherd,  Door,  both  unalterable  and  unchangeable";  unvarying 
image J  of  the  Godhead,  Substance,  Will,  Power,  and  Glory  of  the 


b  This  formulary  is  that  known  as 
the  Formulary  of  the  Dedication.  It 
is  quoted  as  such  by  Socr.  ii.  39,  40. 
Soz.  iv.  15.  and  infr.  $.  29.  Sozomen 
says  that  the  Eusebians  attributed  it  to 
Lucian,  alleging  that  they  had  found  a 
copy  written  by  his  own  hand  ;  but  he 
decides  neither  for  or  against  it  him¬ 
self.  Hist.  iii.  5.  And  the  Auctor  de 
Trinitate,  (in  Theodoret’s  works,  t.  5.) 
allows  that  it  is  Lucian’s,  but  interpo¬ 
lated.  Dial.  iii.  init.  vid.  Routh,  Reliqu. 
Sacr.  vol.  iii.  p.  294 — 6.  who  is  in  favour 
of  its  genuineness;  as  are  Bull,  Cave, 
and  S.  Basnage.  Tilleinont  and  Con¬ 
stant  take  the  contrary  side;  the  latter 
observing  (ad  Hilar,  de  Synod.  28.)  that 
Athanasius,  infr.  §.  36,  speaks  of  parts 
of  it  as  Acaciuss,  and  that  Acacius 
attributes  its  language  to  Asterius. 
The  Creed  is  of  a  much  higher  cast  of 
doctrine  than  the  two  former,  (§.  22. 
and  note  y,)  containing  some  of  the 
phrases  which  in  the  fourth  century 
became  badges  of  Semi-arianism. 

c  These  strong  words  and  those  which 
follow, whether  Lucian’s  or  not,  mark  the 
great  difference  between  this  confession 
and  the  foregoing.  It  would  seem  as 
if  the  Eusebians  had  at  first  tried  the 


assembled  Bishops  with  a  negative 
confession,  and  finding  that  they  would 
not  accept  it,  had  been  forced  upon  one 
of  a  more  orthodox  character.  It  is 
observable  too  that  even  the  Council 
of  Jerusalem,  but  indirectly  received 
the  Confession  on  which  they  re¬ 
admitted  Arius,  though  they  gave  it 
a  real  sanction.  The  words  “  un¬ 
alterable  and  unchangeable”  are  formal 
Anti-arian  symbols,  as  the  r^rrii  or 
alterable  was  one  of  the  most  charac¬ 
teristic  part  of  Arius’s  creed,  vid.  Orat. 
i.  §.  35,  &c. 

d  On  atrae>zXXxxra;  I ixc*t  ktt  § vr/ar, 
which  was  synonymous  with  i/Movnot, 
vid.  infr.  §  38.  and  one  of  the  symbols  of 
Semi-arianism,  (not  as  if  it  did  not  ex¬ 
press  truth,  but  because  it  marked  the 
limit  of  Semi-arian  approximation  to  the 
absolute  truth,)  something  has  been  said, 
supr.  p.  35,  note  u.  It  was  in  order  to 
secure  the  true  sense  of  irafxXXaxrtt 
that  the  Council  adopted  the  word 
o/46cjf/oy.  ’A <rata.XXaxrov  is  accordingly 
used  as  a  familiar  word  by  Athan. 
de  Deer.  supr.  $.  20.  24.  Orat.  iii. 
§.  36.  contr.  Gent.  41.  46  fin.  Philo- 
storgius  ascribing  it  to  Asterius,  and 
Acacius  quotes  a  passage  from  his 
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Father;  the  first  horn  of  every  creature,  who  was  in  the  beginning 
with  God,  God  the  Word,  as  it  is  written  in  the  Gospel,  and  ilie 
Word  tvas  God ;  by  whom  all  things  wrere  made,  and  in  whom 
all  things  consist ;  who  in  the  last  days  descended  from  above, 
and  was  born  of  a  Virgin  according  to  the  Scriptures,  and  was 
made  Man,  Mediator"  between  God  and  man,  and  Apostle  of  our 
faith,  and  Prince  of  life,  as  He  says,  I  came  down  from  heaven, 
not  to  do  Mine  own  will,  but  the  will  of  Him  that  sent  Me;  who 
suffered  for  us  and  rose  again  on  the  third  day,  and  ascended 
into  heaven,  and  sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  and 
is  coming  again  with  glory  and  power,  to  judge  quick  and  dead. 

And  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  who  is  given  to  those  who  believe  for 
comfort,  and  sanctification,  and  initiation,  as  also  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  enjoined  His  disciples,  saying.  Go  ye,  leach  all  nations, 
baptizing  them  in  the  Name  of  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the 
Holy  Ghost;  that  of  Father  being  truly  Father,  and  of  Son 
being  truly  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost  being  truly  Holy  Ghost, 
the  names  not  being  given  without  meaning  or  effect,  but  de¬ 
noting  accurately  the  peculiar  subsistence,  rank,  and  glory  of 
each  that  is  named,  so  that  they  are  three  in  subsistence,  and  in 
agreement  one f. 


writings  containing  it.  (vid.  supr.  note 
q.)  Acacius  at  the  same  time  forcibly 
expresses  what  is  meant  by  the  word, 
to  ii  xtutoy  xu )  t^uyIs  ixyayoo*  tou 

ttou  Tt oualus  ;  and  S.  Alexander 
before  him,  ri*  xxtcl  ttuytu  opal- 

0TY\7U  UVTOU  IX  ipufflu;  UTOfJLU^UftlYOt. 

'i'beod.  Hist.  i.  3  (as,  in  the  legend,  the 
impression  of  our  Lord’s  face  on  the 
cloth  at  His  crucifixion.)  Xaguxrno, 
Hebr.  i.  3.  contains  the  same  idea. 
“  An  image  not  inanimate,  not  framed 
by  the  hand,  nor  work  of  art  and 
imagination,  (i ritomt,)  but  a  living 
image,  yea,  the  very  life  ( uLmouuec) ; 
ever  preserving  the  unvarying  ( to  ir a- 
(aXXixTot),  not  in  likeness  of  fashion, 
but  in  its  very  substance.”  Basil,  contr. 
Eunom  i.  18.  The  Auctor  de  Trinitate 
says,  speaking  of  the  word  in  this  very 
creed,  “  Will  in  nothing  varying  from 
will  (avugaXXaxTos)  is  the  same  will; 
and  power  nothing  varying  from  power 
is  the  same  power ;  and  glory  nothing 
varying  from  glory  is  the  same  glory.” 
The  Macedonian  replies  “  LTnvarying 
l  say,  the  same  I  say  not.”  Dial.  iii.  p. 
933.  Athan.  de  Deer.  1.  c.  seems  to  say 
the  same.  That  is,  in  the  Catholic 
sense,  the  image  was  not  uTa^aXXamTos, 
if  there  was  any  dillerence,  unless  He 
was  one  with  Him  of  whom  He  was 
the  image,  vid.  Hil.  supra,  p.  76.  note  i. 

c  This  statement  perhaps  is  the  most 
Catholic  in  the  Creed ;  not  that  the 
former  are  not  more  explicit  in  them¬ 


selves,  or  that  in  a  certain  true  sense 
our  Lord  may  not  be  called  a  Mediator 
before  He  became  incarnate,  but  be¬ 
cause  the  Arians,  even  Eusebius,  seem 
to  have  made  His  mediatorship  consist 
essentially  in  His  divine  nature, whereas 
this  Confession  speaks  of  our  Lord  as 
made  Mediator  when  He  came  in  the 
flesh.  On  the  other  hand,  Eusebius, 
like  Philo  and  the  Platonists,  considers 
Him  as  made  in  the  beginning,  the 
“  Eternal  Priest  of  the  Father,” 
Demonst.  v.  3.  de  Laud.  C.  p.  503 
tin.  “  an  intermediate  divine  power,” 
p.  525.  “  mediating  and  joining  gene¬ 
rated  substance  to  the  Ingenerate,”  p. 
528.  vid.  infr.  pp.  115.  and  119.  notes 
f.  and  o. 

1  This  phrase,  which  is  of  a  more 
Arian  character  than  any  other  part  of 
the  Confession,  is  justified  by  S.  Hilary 
on  the  ground,  that  when  the  Spirit  is 
mentioned,  agreement  is  the  best  sym¬ 
bol  of  unity,  de  Syn.  32.  It  is  pro¬ 
tested  against  in  the  Sardican  Con¬ 
fession.  Theod.  Hist.  ii.  6.  p.  846. 
A  similar  passage  occurs  in  Origen, 
contr.  Cels.  viii.  12.  to  which  Huet. 
Oritren.  ii.  2.  n.  3.  compares  Nova- 
tian.  de  Trin.  22.  The  Arians  insisted 
on  the  “  oneness  in  agreement”  as  a 
fulfilment  of  such  texts  as  “  I  and  my 
Father  are  one;”  but  this  subject  will 
come  before  us  in  Orat.  iii.  §.  10.  vid. 
infr.  §.  48. 


.Chap. 

II. 
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Counc.  Holding  then  this  faith,  and  holding  it  in  the  presence  of  God 
Arim.  and  Christ,  from  beginning  to  end,  we  anathematize  every  here- 
^  a.no  tiCal  heterodoxy1''.  And  if  any  teaches,  beside  the  sound  and  right 
'  faith  of  the  Scriptures,  that  time,  or  season,  or  ageh,  either  is  or 
has  been  before  the  generation  of  the  Son,  be  he  anathema.  Or 
1  vid.  if  any  one  says,  that  the  Son  is  a  creature  as  one  of  the  creatures', 
p.  jo,  or  an  offspring  as  one  of  the  offsprings,  or  a  work  as  one  of  the 
note  u.  worjts>  anj  not  t|ie  aforesaid  articles  one  after  another,  as  the 
divine  Scriptures  have  delivered,  or  if  he  teaches  or  preaches 
beside  what  we  received,  be  he  anathema.  For  all  that  has  been 
delivered  in  the  divine  Scriptures,  whether  by  Prophets  or  Apo¬ 
stles,  do  we  truly  and  conscientiously  both  believe  and  follow '. 

§.  24.  11.  And  one  Theophronius  v,  Bishop  of  Tyana,  put  forth 

before  them  all  the  following  statement  of  his  personal  faith. 
And  they  subscribed  it,  accepting  the  faith  of  this  man  : — 

iiidCon-  God  knows,  whom  I  call  as  a  witness  upon  my  soul,  that  so 
or&d11  I  believe: — in  God  the  Father  Almighty,  the  Creator  and  Maker 
of  4n-  tbe  Universe,  from  whom  are  all  things: 

tioc-h,  And  in  His  Only-begotten  Son,  God,  Word,  Power,  and 
A.D.  Wisdom,  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  through  whom  are  all  things; 
who  was  begotten  from  the  Father  before  the  ages,  perfect  God 
from  perfect  God  1  and  being  with  God  in  subsistence,  and  in  the 


£  The  whole  of  these  anathemas  are 
an  Eusebian  addition.  The  Council 
anathematizes  “  every  heretical  hete¬ 
rodoxy  not,  as  Athanasius  observes, 
supra,  §.  7.  the  Arian. 

h  The  introduction  of  these  words 
“  time,”  “  age,”  &c.  allows  them  still  to 
hold  the  Arian  formula  “  once  He  was 
not;”  for  our  Lord  was,  as  they  held, 
before  time,  but  still  created. 

1  This  emphatic  mention  of  Scrip¬ 
ture  is  also  virtually  an  Arian  evasion  ; 
to  hold  certain  truths,  “  as  Scripture 
has  delivered,”  might  either  mean 
because  and  as  in  fact ,  or  so  far  as,  and 
admitted  of  a  silent  reference  to  them¬ 
selves,  as  interpretators  of  Scripture. 

k  Nothing  is  known  of  Theophronius ; 
his  Confession  is  in  great  measure  a 
relapse  into  Arianism  proper;  that  is, 
as  far  as  the  absence  of  characteristic 
symbols  is  a  proof  of  a  wish  to  intro¬ 
duce  the  heresy.  The  phrase  “  perfect 
God”  will  be  mentioned  in  the  next 
note. 

1  Tt  need  scarcely  be  said,  that  “  per¬ 
fect  from  perfect”  is  a  symbol  on  which 
the  Catholics  laid  stress,  Athan.  Orat. 
ii.  35.  Epiph.  Hser.  76.  p.  945.  but  it 
admitted  of  an  evasion.  An  especial 


reason  for  insisting  on  it  in  the  previous 
centuries  had  been  the  Sabellian  doc¬ 
trine,  which  considered  the  title  “  Word” 
when  applied  to  our  Lord  to  be  ade¬ 
quately  explained  by  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  term,  as  a  word  spoken  by  us. 
vid.  on  the  Xoyot  too  pioix'm,  infr. 
p.  113,  note  z.  In  consequence  they  in¬ 
sisted  on  His  to  TiXiiot,  perfection, 
which  became  almost  synonymous 
with  His  personality.  Thus  the 
Apollinarians,  e.  g.  denied  that  our 
Lord  was  perfect  man,  because  His 
person  was  not  human.  Athan.  contr. 
Apoll.  i.  2.  Hence  Justin,  Tatian, 
are  earnest  in  denying  that  our  Lord 
was  a  portion  divided  from  the  Dhine 
Substance,  ou  xar  axorofitno,  & c.  &c. 
Just.  Tryph.  123.  Tatian.  contr.  Grrec. 
5.  And  Athan.  condemns  the  notion 
of  “  the  a  oyo;  iv  6iu  ariXris, 

ytvtilfu;  TiXuot.  Orat.  iv.  11.  The 
Arians  then,  as  being  the  especial 
opponents  of  the  Sabellians,  insisted 
on  nothing  so  much  as  our  Lord’s  being 
a  real,  living,  substantial.  Word.  vid. 
Eusebius  passim.  “  The  Father,” 
says  Acacius  against  Marcellus,  “  be¬ 
gat  the  Only -begotten,  alone  alone,  and 
perfect  perfect ;  for  there  is  nothing 
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being  third  Creed  of  Eusebius,  negative. 

last  days  descended,  and  was  born  of  the  \  irgin  according  to  the  Chap. 
Scriptures,  and  was  made  man,  and  suffered,  and  rose  again  from  1- 
the  dead,  and  ascended  into  the  heavens,  and  sat  down  on  the 
right  hand  of  His  Father,  and  cometh  again  with  glory  and 
power  to  judge  quick  and  dead,  and  remaineth  for  ever: 

And  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  the  Paraclete,  the  Spirit  of  truth, 
which  also  God  promised  by  His  Prophet  to  pour  out  upon  His 
servants,  and  the  Lord  promised  to  send  to  His  disciples:  which 
also  He  sent,  as  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  witness. 

But  if  any  one  teaches,  or  holds  in  his  mind,  aught  beside  this 
faith,  be  he  anathema;  or  with  Marcellus  of  Ancyram,  or  Sabellius, 
or  Paul  of  Samosata,  be  he  anathema,  both  himself  and  those  who 
communicate  with  him. 


12.  Ninety  Bishops  met  at  the  Dedication  under  the  Con-  §.  25. 
sulate  of  Marcellinus  and  Probinus,  in  the  14tli  of  the  Indic¬ 
tion  ”,  Constantius  the  most  irreligious1  being  present.  Having 1  p.  90, 
thus  conducted  matters  at  Antioch  at  the  Dedication,  thinking  note  p‘ 
that  their  composition  was  deficient  still,  and  fluctuating 
moreover  in  then  own  views,  again  they  draw  up  afresh 
another  formulary,  after  a  few  months,  professedly  concerning 
the  faith,  and  despatch  Narcissus,  Alans,  Theodoras,  and 


imperfect  in  the  Father,  wherefore 
neither  is  there  in  the  Son,  but  the 
Son’s  perfection  is  the  genuine  offspring 
of  His  perfection,  and  superperfection.” 
ap.  Epiph.  H*r.  72.  7.  Ti>.uci  then  was  a 
relative  word,  varying  with  the  subject- 
matter,  vid.  Damasc.  F.  O.  i.  8.  p.  138. 
and  when  the  Arians  said  that  our 
Lord  was  perfect  God,  they  meant, 
“  perfect,  in  that  sense  in  which  He 
is  God” — i.  e.  as  a  secondary  divi¬ 
nity. — Nay,  in  one  point  of  view  theyT 
would  use  the  term  of  His  divine 
Nature  more  freely  than  the  Catholics 
sometimes  had.  For,  Hippolytus,  e  g. 
though  of  course  really  holding  His 
perfection  from  eternity  as  the  Son, 
yet  speaks  of  His  condescension  in 
coming  upon  earth  as  a  kind  of  com¬ 
pletion  of  His  Sonship,  He  becoming 
thus  a  Son  a  second  time ;  whereas  the 
Arians  bolding  no  real  condescension 
or  assumption  of  a  really  new  state, 
conld  not  hold  that  our  Lord  was  in  any 
respect  essentially  other  than  He  had 
been  before  the  incarnation.  “  Nor 
was  the  Word,”  says  Hippolytus, 
“  before  the  flesh  and  by  Himself, 
perfect  Son,  though  being  perfect  Word,. 


Only-begotten  ;  nor  could  the  flesh  sub¬ 
sist  by  itself  without  the  Word,  because 
that  in  the  Word  it  has  its  consistence : 
thus  then  He  was  manifested  One  per¬ 
fect  Son  of  God.”  contr.  Noet.  15. 

m  Marcellus  wrote  his  work  against 
Asterius  in  335,  the  year  of  the  Arian 
Council  of  Jerusalem,  which  at  once  took 
cognizance  of  it,  and  cited  Marcellus  to 
appear  before  them.  The  same  year  a 
Council  held  at  Constantinople  con¬ 
demned  and  deposed  him,  about  the  time 
that  Arius  came  thither  for  re-admission 
into  the  Church.  From  that  time  his 
name  is  frequently  introduced  into  the 
Arian  anathemas,  vid.  Macrostich,  §. 
26.  By  adding  those  “  who  communicate 
with  him,”  the  Eusehians  intended  to 
strike  at  the  Roman  see,  which  had 
acquitted  Marcellus  in  a  Council  held 
in  June  of  the  same  year. 

n  The  commencement  and  the  origin 
of  this  mode  of  dating  are  unknown. 
It  seems  to  have  been  introduced  be¬ 
tween  A.D.  313  and  315.  The  Indic¬ 
tion  was  a  cycle  of  15  years,  and 
began  with  the  month  of  September. 
S.  Athanasius  is  the  first  ecclesiastical 
author  who  adopts  it. 
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Creed  sent  into  Gaul , 


Cocxc.  Mark  into  Gaul  And  they,  as  being  sent  from  the  Council, 
deliver  the  following  document  to  Constans  Augustus  of 
Selec.  blessed  memory r,  and  to  all  who  were  there: 

ivthCon-  Me  believe  1  in  One  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  Creator  and 
fession,  Maker  of  all  things ;  from  whom  the  whole  family  in  heaven  and 
or  4th  of  on  earth  is  named. 

A“pOC  ’  And  in  His  Only-begotten  Son,  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who 
342.  before  all  ages  was  begotten  from  the  Father,  God  from  God, 

Light  from  Light,  by  whom  all  things  were  made  in  the  heavens 
and  on  the  earth,  visible  and  invisible,  being  Word,  and  Wisdom, 
and  Power,  and  Life,  and  True  Light ;  who  in  the  last  days  was 
made  man  for  us,  and  was  born  of  the  H  oly  Virgin ;  who  was 
crucified,  and  dead,  and  buried,  and  rose  again  from  the  dead  the 
third  day,  and  was  taken  up  into  heaven,  and  sat  down  on  the 
right  hand  of  the  Father  ;  and  is  coming  at  the  end  of  the  world, 
to  judge  quick  and  dead,  and  to  render  to  every  one  according 
to  his  works ;  whose  Kingdom  endures  indissolubly  into  infinite 
agesr;  for  He  shall  be  seated  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father, 
not  only  in  this  world  but  in  that  which  is  to  come. 


°  This  deputation  had  it  in  purpose 
to  gain  the  Emperor  Constans  to  the 
Eusebian  party.  They  composed  a 
new  Confession  with  this  object.  Theo¬ 
dore  of  Heraclea.  (who  made  commen¬ 
taries  on  Scripture  and  is  said  to  have 
been  an  elegant  writer.)  Maris  and 
.Narcissus,  were  all  Eusebians ;  hut 
Mark  was  a  Semi-arian.  As  yet  the 
Eusebian  party  were  making  use  of  the 
Semi-arians,  but  their  professed  Creed 
had  already  much  degenerated  from 
Lucian's  at  the  Dedication. 

P  Constans  had  lately  become  master 
of  two  thirds  of  the  Empire  by  the  death 
of  his  elder  brother  Constantine,  who 
had  made  war  upon  him  and  fallen  in 
an  engagement.  He  was  at  this  time 
only  22  years  of  age.  His  enemies 
represent  his  charac  ter  in  no  favourable 
light,  but.  for  whatever  reason,  he 
sided  with  the  Catholics,  and  S.  Atha¬ 
nasius,  who  had  been  honourably 
treated  by  him  in  Gaul,  speaks  of 
him  in  the  language  of  gratitude.  In 
his  apology  to  Constantius,  he  says, 
“  thy  brother  of  blessed  memory  filled 
the  Churches  with  offerings,”  and  he 
speaks  of  "  the  grace  given  him  through 
baptism.'’  §.  7.  Constans  was  mur¬ 
dered  by  Magnentius  in  350.  and  one 
of  the  calumnies  against  Athanasius 
was  that  he  had  sent  letters  to  the 
murderer. 

1  The  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  Con¬ 
fessions  are  the  same,  and  with  them 


agree  the  Creed  of  Philippopolis  (A.  D. 
347,  or  344  according  to  Mansi).  These 
extend  over  a  period  of  nine  years,  A.  D. 
342 — 351,  (or  15  or  16  according  to 
Baronins  and  Mansi,  who  place  the  6th 
Confession,  i.e.  the  1st  Sirmian,  at  357, 
358  respectively,)  and  make  the  sta¬ 
tionary  period  of  Arianism.  The  two 
parties  of  which  the  heretical  body  was 
composed  were  kept  together,  not  only 
by  the  court,  but  by  the  rise  of  the  Sabel- 
lianism  of  Marcellus  (A.D.  335)  and 
Photinus  (about  342).  This  too  would 
increase  their  strength  in  the  Church, 
and  is  the  excuse,  which  Hilary  himself 
urges,  for  their  frequent  Councils.  Still 
they  do  not  seem  to  be  able  to  escape 
from  the  argument  of  Athanasius,  that, 
whereas  new  Councils  are  for  new 
heresies,  if  but  one  new  heresy  had 
risen,  but  one  new  Council  was  neces¬ 
sary.  If  these  four  Confessions  say 
the  same  thing,  three  of  them  must  bo 
superfluous,  vid.  infr.  §.  32.  However, 
in  spite  of  the  identity  of  the  Creed,  the 
difference  in  their  Anathemas  is  very 
great,  as  we  shall  see. 

r  These  words,  which  answer  to 
those  afterwards  added  at  the  second 
General  Council  (381 — 3)  are  directed 
against  the  doctrine  of  Marcellus,  who 
taught  that  the  “Word  was  but  a  divine 
energy,  manifested  in  Christ  and  re¬ 
tiring  from  Him  at  the  consummation 
of  all  things,  when  the  manhood  or 
flesh  of  Christ  would  consequently  no 


Ill 


being  fourth  creed  of  Eusebians,  negative. 

And  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  is,  the  Paraclete;  which,  having  Chap. 
promised  to  the  Apostles,  He  sent  forth  after  His  ascension  into  I- 

heaven,  to  teach  them  and  to  remind  of  all  things ;  through 
whom  also  shall  be  sanctified  the  souls  of  those  who  sincerely 
believe  in  Him. 

But  those  who  say,  that  the  Son  was  from  nothing,  or  from 
other  subsistence  and  not  from  God,  and,  there  was  time  when 
He  was  not,  the  Catholic  Church  regards  as  aliens8. 

13.  As  if  dissatisfied  with  this,  they  hold  their  meeting  §.20. 
again  after  three  years,  and  dispatch  Eudoxius,  Martyrius,  and 
Macedonius  of  Cilicia ',  and  some  others  with  them,  to  the 
parts  of  Italy,  to  cany  with  them  a  faith  written  at  great 
length,  with  numerous  additions  over  and  above  those  which 
have  gone  before.  They  went  abroad  with  these,  as  if  they 
had  devised  something  new. 


We  believe  in  One  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  the  Creator  andvthCon- 

Maker  of  all  things,  from  whom  the  whole  family  in  heaven  and  fusion 

on  earth  is  named.  or  ^.a* 

crostich, 

A.  D. 
345. 


longer  reign.  “  How  can  we  admit,” 
says  Marcellus  in  Eusebius,  “  that 
that  flesh,  which  is  from  the  earth 
and  profiteth  nothing,  should  co¬ 
exist  with  the  Word  in  the  ages  to 
come  as  serviceable  to  Him?”  de  Eccl. 
Theol.  iii.  8.  Again,  “  If  He  has 
received  a  beginning  of  His  Kingdom 
not  more  than  four  hundred  years 
since,  it  is  no  paradox  that  He  who 
gained  that  Kingdom  so  short  a  while 
since,  should  be  said  by  the  Apostle  to 
deliver  it  up  to  God.  What  are  we 
told  of  the  human  flesh,  which  the 
Word  bore  for  us,  not  four  hundred 
years  since?  will  the  Word  have  it  in 
the  ages  to  come,  or  only  to  the  judg¬ 
ment  season?”  iii.  17.  And,  “  Should 
any  ask  concerning  that  flesh  which  is 
in  the  Word  having  become  immortal, 
we  say  to  him,  that  we  count  it  not 
safe  to  pronounce  on  points  of  which 
we  learn  not  for  certain  from  divine 
Scripture.”  cont.  Marc.  ii.  4. 

*  S.  Hilary,  as  we  have  seen  above, 
p.  67.  by  implication  calls  this  the 
Nicene  Anathema;  and  so  it  is  in  the 
respects  in  which  he  speaks  of  it ;  but 
it  omits  many  of  the  Nicene  clauses, 
and  with  them  the  condemnation  of 
many  of  the  Arian  articles.  The 
especial  point  which  it  evades  is  our 
Lord’s  eternal  existence,  substituting 
for  “  once  He  was  not,”  “  there  was 


lime  when  He  was  not,”  and  leaving 
out  “  before  His  generation  He  was 
not,”  “  created,”  “  alterable”  and 
“  mutable.”  It  seems  to  have  been 
considered  sufficient  for  Gaul,  as  used 
now,  for  Italy  as  in  the  5th  Confession 
or  Macrostieh,  and  for  Africa  as  in 
the  creed  of  Pliilippopolis. 

1  Little  is  known  of  Macedonius  who 
was  Bishop  of  Mopsuestia,  or  of  Mar¬ 
tyrius;  and  too  much  of  Eudoxius.  This 
Long  Confession,  or  Macrostieh,  which 
follows,  is  remarkable  for  the  first  signs 
of  the  presence  of  that  higher  party  of 
Semi-arians  who  ultimately  joined  the 
Church.  It  is  observable  also  that  the 
more  Catholic  portions  occur  in  the 
Anathemas,  as  if  they  were  forced  in 
indirectly,  and  that  with  an  incon¬ 
sistency  with  the  other  statements,  for 
not  only  the  word  “  substance”  does 
not  occur,  but  the  Son  is  said  to  be 
made.  At  this  date  the  old  Semi- 
arians,  as  Eusebius.  Asterius,  and  Aca- 
cius  were  either  dying  off,  or  degene¬ 
rating  into  most  explicit  impiety ;  the 
new  school  of  Semi-arians  consisting  for 
the  most  part  of  a  younger  generation. 
St.  Cyril  delivered  his  Catechetical 
Lectures  two  or  three  years  later  than 
this  Creed,  viz.  347  or  348.  Silvanus, 
Eleusius,  Meletius,  Eusebius  of  Samo- 
sata  are  later  still. 


1 1-  The  Macros! ich  Creed  sent  into  Italy. 

Counc.  And  in  His  Only-begotten  Son  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who 
A  him.  before  all  ages  was  begotten  from  the  Father,  God  from  God, 
Sei  i  c  Light  from  Light,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  in  heaven  and 

- on  the  earth,  visible  and  invisible,  being  Word  and  Wisdom  and 

Power  and  Life  and  True  Light,  who  in  the  last  days  was 
made  man  for  us,  and  was  born  of  the  Holy  Virgin,  crucified  and 
dead  and  buried,  and  rose  again  from  the  dead  the  third  day, 
and  was  taken  up  into  heaven,  and  sat  down  on  the  right  hand 
of  the  Father,  and  is  coming  at  the  end  of  the  world  to  judge 
quick  and  dead,  and  to  render  to  every  one  according  to  His 
works,  whose  Kingdom  endures  unceasingly  unto  infinite  ages ; 
for  He  sitteth  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father  not  only  in  this 
world,  but  also  in  that  which  is  to  come. 

And  we  believe  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  is,  the  Paraclete,  which, 
having  promised  to  the  Apostles,  He  sent  forth  after  the  ascension 
into  heaven,  to  teach  them  and  to  remind  of  all  things ;  through 
whom  also  shall  be  sanctified  the  souls  of  those  who  sincerely 
believe  in  Him. 

But  those  who  say,  (1)  that  the  Son  was  from  nothing,  or  from 
other  subsistence  and  not  from  God ;  (2)  and  that  there  was  a  time 
or  age  when  He  was  not,  the  Catholic  and  Holy  Church  regards 
as  aliens.  Likewise  those  who  say,  (3)  that  there  are  three  Gods  : 
(4)  or  that  Christ  is  not  God ;  (5)  or  that  before  the  ages  lie  was 
neither  Christ  nor  Son  of  God ;  (6)  or  that  Father  and  Son,  or 
Holy  Ghost,  are  the  same;  (7)  or  that  the  Son  is  Ingenerate;  or 
that  the  Father  generated  the  Son,  not  by  choice  or  will;  the 
Holy  and  Catholic  Church  anathematizes. 

(1.)  For  neither  is  safe  to  say  that  the  Son  is  from  nothing,  (since 
this  is  no  where  spoken  of  Him  in  divinely  inspired  Scripture,) 
nor  again  of  any  other  subsistence  before  existing  beside  the 
Father,  but  from  God  alone  do  we  define  Him  genuinely  to  be 
generated.  For  the  divine  Word  teaches  that  the  Ingenerate  and 
Unoriginate,  the  Father  of  Christ,  is  One”. 

(2.)  Nor  may  we,  adopting  the  hazardous  position,  f-'  There  was 
once  when  He  was  not,”  from  unscriptural  sources,  imagine 
any  interval  of  time  before  Him,  but  only  the  God  who  generated 
Him  apart  from  time ;  for  through  Him  both  times  and  ages  came 
to  be.  Yet  we  must  not  consider  the  Son  to  be  co-unoriginate 
and  co-ingenerate  with  the  Father  ;  for  no  one  can  be  properly' 
called  Father  or  Son  of  one  who  is  co-unoriginate  and  co-ingene- 
rate  with  Him*.  But  we  acknowledge  that  the  Father  who  alone 


n  It  is  observable  that  here  and  in 
the  next  paragraph  the  only  reasons 
they  give  against  using  the  only  two 
Arian  formulas  which  they  coudemn  is 
that  they  are  not  found  in  Scripture, 
which  leaves  the  question  of  their  truth 
untouched.  Here,  in  their  explanation 
of  the  i|  elz  oyrar,  or  from  nothing,  they 
do  but  deny  it  with  Eusebius’s  evasion  ; 
that  nothing  can  be  from  nothing,  and 
every  thing  must  be  from  God.  vid.  p. 


62,  note  e. 

x  They  argue,  after  the  usual  Arian 
manner,  that  the  term  “  Son”  essenti¬ 
ally  implies  beginning,  and  excludes 
the  title  1‘ co-unoriginate whereas 
the  Catholics  contended  (as  alluded  to 
supr.  p.  S8,  note  n.)  that  the  word 
Father  implied  a  continuity  of  nature, 
that  is,  a  co-etemal  existence  with  the 
Father,  vid.  p.  10,  note  u. 
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being  the  fifth  of  the  Emebians,  Semi-avian. 

is  Unoriginate  and  Ingenerate,  hath  generated  inconceivably  and  Chap. 
incomprehensively ;  and  that  the  Son  hath  been  generated  before  b. 
ages,  and  in  no  Arise  to  be  ingenerate  Himself  like  the  Father,  but 
to  have  the  Father  who  generated  Him  as  His  origin;  for  the  1  Cor. 
Head  of  Christ  is  God.  11,  3. 

(3.)  Nor  again,  in  confessing  three  realities  1  and  three  Persons, 1  *fy- 
of  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost  according  to  the'“aT“ 
Scriptures,  do  we  therefore  make  Gods  three ;  since  we  acknow¬ 
ledge  the  Self-complete  and  Ingenerate  and  Unoriginate  and 
Invisible  God  to  be  one  only  -,  the  God  and  Father  of  the  Only-  "P-  123> 
begotten,  who  alone  hath  being  from  Himself,  and  alone  vouch-  note  u' 
safes  this  to  all  others  bountifully. 

(4.)  Nor  again  in  saying  that  the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
is  the  one  only  God,  the  only  Ingenerate;  do  we  therefore  deny 
that  Christ  also  is  Go  I  before  ages :  as  the  disciples  of  Paul  of 
Samosata,  who  say  that  after  the  incarnation  He  was  by  advance31  1*  •*°°- 
made  God,  from  being  made  by  nature  a  mere  man.  For  we*"®'!1- 
acknowledge,  that  though  He  be  subordinate  to  His  Father  and?0’  note 
God,  yet,  being  before  ages  begotten  of  God,  He  is  God  per¬ 
fect  according  to  nature  and  true,  and  not  first  man  and  then 
God,  but  first  God  and  then  becoming  man  for  us,  and  never 
having  been  deprived  of  being5. 

(5.)  We  abhor  besides,  and  anathematize  those  who  make  a  pre¬ 
tence  of  saying  that  He  is  but  the  mere  word  of  God  and  unexisting, 
having  Hisbeing  in  another, — now  as  if  pronounced, as  some  speak, 
now  as  mental', — holding  that  He  was  not  Christ  or  Son  of  God  or 


y  These  strong  words,  hlv  Kara.  <fvtm 
rixuor  Ka)  ixrj'ij  are  of  a  different  cha¬ 
racter  from  any  which  have  occurred 
in  the  Arian  Confessions.  They  can 
only  he  explained  away  by  considering 
them  used  in  contrast  to  the  Samosa- 
tene  doctrine ;  Taul  saying  that  that 
dignity,  which  the  Arians  ascribed 
to  our  Lord  before  His  birth  in  the 
flesh,  was  bestowed  on  Him  after 
it.  vid.  p.  115,  ref.  1.  Thus  “  perfect 
according  to  nature”  and  “  true,”  will 
not  be  directly  connected  with  “  God  ’ 
so  much  as  opposed  to,  “  by  advance,” 
“  by  adoption.”  &e.  p.  108,  note  1. 

*  The  use  of  the  words  itiiahros  and 
Tgopc^iKo; ,  mental  and  pronounced ,  to 
distinguish  the  two  senses  of  Xoytt 
reason  and  word,  came  from  the  school 
of  the  Stoics,  and  is  found  in  Philo, 
and  was  under  certain  limitations 
allowed  in  Catholic  theology.  Da- 
masc.  F.  O.  ii.  21.  To  use  either 
absolutely  and  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  other  would  have  involved  some 
form  of  Sabellianisin,  or  Arianism  as 
the  case  might  be  ;  but  each  might  cor¬ 
rect  the  defective  sense  of  either.  S.  The- 
ophilus  speaks  of  our  Lord  as  at  once 


iviiahros  and  <rocpoptx';c.  ad  Autol.  ii.  10 
and  22.  S.  Cyril  as  ivbiaHtros,  in  Joann, 
p.  39.  on  the  other  hand  he  says,  “  This 
pronounced  word  of  ours,  is 

generated  from  mind  and  unto  mind, 
and  seems  to  be  other  than  that  which 
stirs  in  the  heart,  &c.  &c.  . .  so  too  the 
Son  of  God  proceeding  from  the  Father 
without  division,  is  the  expression  and 
likeness  of  what  is  proper  to  Him,  being 
a  subsistent  Word,  and  living  from  a 
Living  Father.”  Thesaur.p.  47.  When 
the  Fathers  deny  that  our  Lord  is  the 
vrgstpugixis  Xoyo;,  they  only  mean  that 
that  title  is  not,  even  as  far  as  its  phi¬ 
losophical  idea  went,  an  adequate  re¬ 
presentative  of  Him,  a  word  spoken 
being  insubstantwe,  vid.  Athan.  Orat. 
ii.  35.  Hil.  de  Syn.  46.  Cyr.  Catech.  xi. 
10.  Damas.  Ep.  ii.  p.  203.  nec  prola- 
tivum  ut  generationem  ei  demas,  for  this 
was  the  Arian  doctrine.  “  The  Son  [says 
Eunomius]  is  ether  than  the  Mental 
Word,  or  Word  in  intellectual  action, of 
which  partaking  and  being  filled  He  is 
called  the  Pronounced  Word,  and  ex¬ 
pressive  of  the  Father’s  substance,  that 
is,  the  Son.”  Cyril  in  Joann,  p.  31. 
The  Gnostics  seem  to  have  held  the 
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note  e. 


Gen.  ], 
26. 

2  vid.  p. 
120, 


mediator1  or  image  of  God  before  ages;  but  that  He  first  be¬ 
came  Christ  and  8on  of  God,  when  lie  took  our  flesh  from  the 
Virgin,  not  four  hundred  years  since.  For  they  will  have  it  that 
then  Christ  began  Mis  Kingdom,  and  that  it  will  have  an  end 
after  the  consummation  of  all  and  the  judgment  '.  Such  are  the 
disciples  of  Marcellus  and  Scotinusb  of  Galatian  Ancyra,  who, 
equally  with  Jews,  negative  Christ’s  existence  before  ages,  and  His 
Godhead,  and  unending  Kingdom,  upon  pretence  of  supporting 
the  divine  Monarchy.  We,  on  the  contrary,  regard  Him  not  as 
simply  God’s  pronounced  word  or  mental,  but  as  Living  God  and 
Word,  existing  in  Himself,  and  Son  of  God  and  Christ;  being 
and  abiding  with  His  Father  before  ages,  and  that  not  in  fore¬ 
knowledge  only  c,  and  ministering  to  Him  for  the  whole  framing 
whether  of  things  visible  or  invisible.  For  He  it  is,  to  whom  the 
Father  said.  Lei  Us  make  man  in  Our  image,  after  Our  likeness-,  who 
also  was  seen  in  His  own  Person  d  by  the  patriarchs,  gave  the  law, 


n°  es  p  xiyos  -rcofcpixd; .  Iren.  Haer.  ii.  12.  n.  5. 
am  q.  JJarcellus  is  said  by  Eusebius  to  have 
considered  our  Lord  as  first  the  one 
and  then  the  other.  Eccl.  Theol.  ii.  15. 
Sabeilius  thought  our  Lord  the  t foQtei- 
xo;  according  to  Epiph.  Hccr.  p.  398. 
Damasc.  Hser.  62.  Paul  of  Samo- 
sata  the  itltiifares.  Epiph.  Hcer.  65. 
passim.  Eusebius,  Eccles.  Theol.  ii. 
17.  describes  our  Lord  as  the  •r^qicoixit 
while  he  disowns  it. 

a  This  passage  seems  taken  from 
Eusebius,  and  partly  from  Marcellus’s 
own  words,  vid.  supr.  note  r.  S.  Cyril 
speaks  of  his  doctrine  in  like  terms. 
Cateeb.  xv.  27. 

b  i.  e.  Photinus  of  Sirmium,  the  pupil 
of  Marcellus  is  meant,  who  published 
his  heresv  about  343.  A  similar  play 
upon  words  is  found  in  the  case  of  other 
names;  though  Lucifer  seems  to  think 
that  his  name  was  really  Scotinus  and 
that  his  friends  changed  it.  de  non  pare. 
pp.203,  220,226.  ThusNoetus  is  called 
ivinns.  Epi  .  h.  Hffr.  57.  2  fin.  and  8. 
Eudoxius,  «$/•'!/«.  Lucifer,  pro  Athan. 
i.  p.  65.  Moriend.  p.  258.  Eunomians 
among  the  Latins,  (by  a  confusion  with 
Anomcean,)  avouci.  or  sine  tegs,  Cod. 
Can.  lxi.  1.  ap.  Leon.  Op.  t.  3.  p.  443. 
Vigilantius  dormitantius.  Jerom.  contr. 
Vigil,  init.  Aerius  asj/oy  ‘xvivp*  ia%if. 
Epiph.  Hit.  75.  6  tin.  Of  Arius, 
"Ajir,  e'os/s.  vid.  supr.  p.  91.  note  q. 
Gregory,  «  vuar Anast.  Hod.  10. 
p.  186.  EutychrS,  2uaru%ris,  it C.  &C. 
Photinus  seems  to  have  brought  out 
morefullythe  heresy  of  Marcellus;  both 
of  whom,  as  all  Sabellians  excepting 
Patripassians,  differed  from  the  Arians 
mainly  in  this  point  alone,  when  it  was 
that  our  Lord  came  into  being ;  the 


Arians  said  before  the  worlds,  the  Sa- 
mosatenes,  Photinians,  &c.  said  on  His 
human  birth  ;  both  parties  considered 
Him  a  creature,  and  that  the  true  Word 
and  Wisdom  were  attributes  or  ener¬ 
gies  of  Almighty  God.  This  Lucifer 
well  observes  to  Constantius  in  the  course 
of  one  of  the  passages  above  quoted, 
Quid  interesse  arbitraris  inter  te  et 
Paulum  Samosatenum,  vel  eum  turn 
ejus  discipulutn  tuum  conscotinum,  nisi 
quia  tu  ante  omnia  dicas,  ille  vero  post 
omnia?’1  p.203,4.  A  subordinate  differ¬ 
ence  was  this,  that  the  Samosatene,  Pho- 
tinian,  &c.  considered  our  Lord  to  be 
really  gifted  with  the  true  VT ord,  whereas 
the  Arian  did  scarcely  more  than  con¬ 
sider  Him  framed  after  the  pattern  of 
it.  Photinus  was  condemned,  after 
this  Council,  at  Sardica,  (347  if  not 
344,)  and  if  not  by  Catholics  at  least  by 
Eusebians  ;  at  Milan  (348)  by  the  Ca¬ 
tholics  ;  and  perhaps  again  in  351 ;  at 
Sirmium  his  see,  by  the  Eusebians  in 
351,  when  he  was  deposed.  He  was 
an  eloquent  man  and  popular  in  his 
diocese,  and  thus  maintained  his  ground 
for  some  years  after  his  condemnation. 

c  “  This  passage  of  the  Apostle,” 
Rom.i.  1 .  “  [Marcellus]  I  know  not  why 
perverts,  instead  of  declared,  iaiettrros, 
making  it  predestined.  ■z^ttPialUros,  that 
the  Son  may  be  such  as  they  who  are 
predestined  at  foreknowledge.”  Euseb. 
contr.  Marc.  i.  2.  Paul  of  Samosata  also 
considered  our  Lord  Son  by  foreknow¬ 
ledge,  •x^tyyuau.  vid.  Routh.  Iteliqu. 
t.  2.  p.  466.  and  Eunomius,  Apol.  24. 

avroT^cawarws  and  so  Cyril.  Hier. 
Catech.  xv.  14  and  17.  It  means, 
“  not  in  personation,”  and  Philo  con¬ 
trasting  divine  appearances  with  those 
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spoke  by  the  prophets,  and  at  last,  became  man,  and  manifested  Chap. 
His  own  Father  to  all  men,  and  reigns  to  never-ending  ages.  h. 
For  Christ  has  taken  no  recent  dignity1,  but  we  have  believed  1  p  113, 
Him  to  be  perfect  from  the  first,  and  like  in  all  things  to  the  note  !• 
Father  e. 

(6.)  And  those  who  say  that  the  Father  and  Son  and  Holy  Ghost 
are  the  same,  and  irreligiously  take  the  Three  Names  of  one  and 
the  same  Reality2  and  Person,  we  justly  proscribe  from  th e!Vy 
Church,  because  they  suppose  the  illimitable  and  impassible  A4*78'- 
Father  to  be  limitable  withal  and  passible  through  His  becoming  ^ 
man:  for  such  are  they  whom  the  Latins  call  the  Patropassians, 
and  we  Sabellians  f.  For  we  acknowledge  that  the  Father  who 
sent,  remained  in  the  peculiar  state  of  His  unchangeable 
Godhead,  and  that  Christ  who  was  sent  fulfilled  the  economy  of 
the  incarnation. 

(7-)  And  at  the  same  time  those  who  irreverently  say  that 
the  Son  was  generated,  not  by  choice  or  will,  thus  encompassing 
God  with  a  necessity  which  excludes  choice  and  purpose,  so  that 
He  begat  the  Son  unwillingly,  we  account  as  most  irreligious 
and  alien  to  the  Church  ;  in  that  they  have  dared  to  define  such 
things  concerning  God,  beside  the  common  notions  concerning 
'Him,  nay,  beside  the  purport  of  divinely  inspired  Scripture. 

For  we,  knowing  that  God  is  absolute  and  sovereign  over  Him¬ 
self,  have  a  religious  judgment  that  He  generated  the  Son  volun¬ 
tarily  and  freely ;  yet,  as  we  have  a  reverent  belief  in  the  Son’s 
words  concerning  Himself,  The  Lord  hath  created  Me  a  beginning  Vrox.  8, 

22. 


of  Angels.  Leg.  Alleg.  iii.  62  On 
the  other  hand,  Theophilus  on  the  text, 
“  The  voice  of  the  Lord  God  walking  in 
the  garden,”  speaksof  the  Word,  “  as¬ 
suming  the  person,  of  the 

Father,”  and  “  in  the  person  of  God.” 
ad  Autol.  ii.  22.  the  word  not  then 
having  its  theological  sense. 

*  tfintt  zxtx  Tutra.  Here  again  we 
have  a  strong  Semi-arian  or  almost 
Catholic  formula  introduced  by  the  bye, 
marking  the  presence  of  what  may  be 
called  the  new  Semi-arian  school.  Of 
course  it  admitted  of  evasion,  hut  in 
its  fulness  it  included  “  substance.” 
At  Sirmium  Constantius  inserted  it  in 
the  Confession  which  occurs  supra,  vid. 
p.  84,  note  a.  On  this  occasion  Basil 
subscribed  in  this  form.  “  I,  Basil, 
Bishop  of  Ancyra,  believe  and  assent 
to  what  is  aforewritten,  confessing  that 
the  Son  is  like  the  Father  in  all  things ; 
and  by  ‘  in  all  things,’  not  only  that 
He  is  like  in  will,  but  in  subsistence, 
and  existence,  and  being  ;  as  divine 
Scripture  teaches,  spirit  from  spirit, 
life  from  life,  light  from  light,  God 
from  God,  true  Son  from  true,  Wisdom 
from  the  Wise  God  and  Father ;  and  once 
for  all,  like  the  Father  in  all  things,  as 
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a  son  is  to  a  father.  And  if  any  one 
says  that  He  is  like  in  a  certain  respect, 
xxra  7i,  as  is  written  afore,  he  is 
alien  from  the  Catholic  Church,  as  not 
confessing  the  likeness  according  to 
divine  Scripture.”  Epiph.  Haer.  73.  22. 
S.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  uses  the  xxra 
<r ttvxx  or  !v  ttxxiv  opoiov,  Catech.  iv.  7. 
xi.  4  and  18.  and  Athan.  Orat.  i.  §. 
21.  and  ii.  §.  18  and  22.  Damasc.  F.  O. 
i.  8.  p.  135. 

f  Eusebius  also,  Eccles.  Theol.  i.  20. 
sayj  that  Sabellius  held  the  Patropas- 
sian  doctrine.  Epiph.  however,  Haer.  p. 
398.  denies  it,  and  imputes  the  doctrine  to 
Noetus.  Sabellius’s  doctrine  will  come 
before  us  infr.  Orat.  iv. ;  meanwhile  it 
should  be  noticed,  that  in  the  reason 
which  theConfession  alleges  against  that 
heretical  doctrine  it  is  almost  implied 
that  the  divine  nature  of  the  Son  suffered 
on  the  Cross.  They  would  naturally  fall 
into  this  notion  directly  theygave  up  their 
belief  in  our  Lord’s  absolute  divinity. 
It  would  as  naturally  follow  to  hold  that 
our  Lord  had  no  human  soul,  but  that 
His  pre-existent  nature  stood  in  the 
place  of  it:  —  also  that  His  Mediator- 
ship  was  no  peculiarity  of  His  Incarna¬ 
tion.  vid.  p.  107,  note  e.  p.  119,  note  o. 
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of  His  ways  for  II is  works,  we  do  not  understand  Him  to  be 
generated,  like  the  creatures  or  works  which  through  Him  came 
to  be.  For  it  is  irreligious  and  alien  to  the  ecclesiastical  faith, 
to  compare  the  Creator  with  handiworks  created  by  Him,  and  to 
think  that  He  has  the  same  manner  of  generation  with  the  rest. 
For  divine  Scripture  teaches  us  really  and  truly  that  the  Only- 
begotten  Son  was  generated  sole  and  solely  g. 

Yet1’, in  saying  that  the  Son  is  in  Himself,  and  both  livesand  exists 
like  the  Father,  we  do  not  on  that  account  separate  Him  from 
the  Father,  imagining  place  and  interval  between  their  union  in 
the  way  of  bodies.  For  we  believe  that  they  are  united  with 
each  other  without  mediator  or  distance1,  and  that  they  exist  in¬ 
separable;  all  the  Father  embosoming  the  Son,  and  all  the  Son 
hanging  and  adhering  to  the  Father,  and  alone  resting  on  the 
Father’s  breast  continually'2.  Believing  then  in  the  All-perfect 
Trinity,  the  most  Holy,  that  is,  in  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the 
Holy  Ghost,  and  calling  the  Father  God,  and  the  Son  God,  yet 
wre  confess  in  them,  not  two  Gods,  but  one  dignity  of  Godhead,  and 
one  exact  harmony  of  dominion,  the  only  Father  being  Head  over 
the  whole  universe  wholly,  and  over  the  Son  Himself,  and  the 
Son  subordinated  to  the  Father;  but,  excepting  Him,  ruling 
over  all  things  after  Him  which  through  Himself  have  come  td 
be,  and  granting  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Ghost  unsparingly  to  the 
holy  at  the  Father’s  will.  For  that  such  is  the  account  of 
the  Divine  Monarchy3  towards  Christ,  the  sacred  oracles  have 
delivered  to  us. 

Thus  much,  in  addition  to  the  faith  before  published  in 
epitome,  we  have  been  compelled  to  draw  forth  at  length,  not  in 
any  officious  display,  but  to  clear  away  all  unjust  suspicion  con¬ 
cerning  our  opinions,  among  those  who  are  ignorant  of  what  we 
really  hold:  and  that  all  in  the  West  may  know,  both  the 
audacity  of  the  slanders  of  the  heterodox,  and  as  to  the  Orientals, 


*r  The  Confession  does  not  here  com¬ 
ment  on  the  clause  against  our  Lord’s 
being  Ingenerate,  having  already  no¬ 
ticed  it  under  paragraph  (2).  It  will  be 
remarked  that  it  still  insists  upon  the  un- 
scripturalness  of  the  Catholic  positions. 
The  main  subject  of  this  paragraph  the 
h'Krimi  yitvrAv,  which  forms  great  part 
of  the  Arian  question  and  controversy, 
is  reserved  for  Orat.  iii.  59,  Sec.  in  which 
Athanasius  formally  treats  of  it.  He 
treats  of  the  text  Prov.  viii.22.  through¬ 
out  Orat.  ii.  The  doctrine  of  the 
ftovoyttls  has  already  partially  come 
before  us  in  de  Deer.  §.7 — 9.  p.  12,  &c. 
M otus,  not  as  the  creatures,  vid.  p.  62, 
note  f. 

h  This  last  paragraph  is  the  most 
curious  of  the  instances  of  the  presence  of 
this  new  and  nameless  influence,  which 
seems  at  this  time  to  have  been  spring- 
in?  up  among  the  Eusebians,  and  shew¬ 
ed  itself  by  acts  before  it  has  a  place  in 


history.  The  paragraph  is  in  its  very 
form  an  interpolation  or  appendix,  while 
its  doctrine  bears  distinctive  characters 
of  something  higher  than  the  old  Semi- 
arianism.  The  characteristic  of  that,  as 
of  other  shapes  of  the  heresy,  was  the  ab¬ 
solute  separation  which  it  put  between 
the  F ather  and  the  Son.  They  considered 
Them  as  tsso  el/riai .  epeiai  like,  but  not  as 
ofiaevrm',  their  very  explanation  of  the 
word  tiKucs  \vasu  independent”  and  “dis¬ 
tinct.”  Language  then,  such  as  that  in  the 
text, was  the  nearest  assignable  approach 
to  the  reception  of  the  ipeeumet ;  all  that 
was  wanting  was  the  doctrine  of  the 
,  of  which  infr.  Orat.  iii. 
It  is  observable  that  a  hint  is 
thrown  out  by  Athanasius  about  “  sug¬ 
gestions”  from  without,  a  sentence  or 
two  afterwards.  It  is  observable  too 
that  in  the  next  paragraph  the  preceding 
doctrine  is  pointedly  said  to  be  that  of 
u  the  Orientals.” 
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their  ecclesiastical  judgment  in  the  Lord,  to  which  the  divinely  Chap. 
inspired  Scriptures  bear  witness  without  violence,  where  men  are 
not  perverse. 

14.  However  they  did  not  stand  even  to  this  ;  for  again  at  §•  27. 
Sirmium 1  they  met  together k  against  Photinus1,  and  there  com¬ 
posed  a  faith  again,  not  drawn  out  into  such  length,  not  so  full 
in  words ;  but  subtracting  the  greater  part  and  adding  in  its 
place,  as  if  they  had  listened  to  the  suggestions  of  others, 
they  wrote  as  follows : — 


>  Sirmium  was  a  city  of  lower  Pan- 
nonia,  not  far  from  the  Danube,  and  it 
was  the  great  bulwark  of  the  Illyrian 
provinces  of  the  Empire.  There  Yetra- 
nio  assumed  the  purple;  and  there  Con- 
stantius  was  born.  The  frontier  war 
caused  it  to  be  from  time  to  time 
the  Imperial  residence.  We  hear  of 
Constantius  at  Sirmium  in  the  sum¬ 
mer  of  357.  Ammian.  xvi.  10.  He 
also  passed  there  the  ensuing  winter, 
ibid.  xvii.  12.  In  October,  358,  after 
the  Sarmatian  war,  he  entered  Sirmium 
in  triumph,  and  passed  the  winter  there, 
xvii.  13  fin.  ana  with  a  short  absence 
in  the  spring,  remained  there  till  the 
end  of  May,  359.  vid.  p.  84,  note  a. 

k  In  the  dates  here  fixed  for  the  Con¬ 
fessions  of  Sirmium,  Petavius  has  been 
followed,  who  has  thrown  more  light  on 
the  subject  than  any  one  else.  In  351, 
the  Semi-arian  party  was  still  stronger 
than  in  345.  The  leading  person  in 
this  Council  was  Basil  of  Ancyra,  who 
is  generally  considered  their  head.  Ba¬ 
sil  held  a  disputation  with  Photinus.  Sil- 
vanus  too  of  Tarsus  now  appears  for  the 
first  time;  while,  according  to  Socrates, 
Mark  of  Arethusa,  who  was  more  con¬ 
nected  with  the  Eusebians  than  any 
other  of  his  party,  drew  up  the  Ana¬ 
themas  ;  the  Confession  used  was  the 
same  as  that  sent  to  Constans,  of  the 
Council  of  Philippopolis,  and  the  Ma- 
crostich. 

1  There  had  been  no  important  Ori¬ 
ental  Council  held  since  that  of  the 
Dedication  ten  years  before,  till  this  of 
Sirmium  ;  unless  indeed  that  of  Philip¬ 
popolis  requires  to  be  mentioned,  which 
was  a  secession  from  the  Council  of 
Sardica.  S.  Hilary  treats  its  creed  as  a 
Catholic  composition,  de  Syn.  39 — 63. 
Philastrius  and  Vigilius  call  the  Coun¬ 
cil  a  meeting  of  “  holy  bishops”  and 
a  “  Catholic  Council.”  de  Hicr.  65.  in 
Eutycli.  v.  init.  What  gave  a  character 
and  weight  to  this  Council,  which  be¬ 


longed  to  no  other  Eusebian  meeting, 
was,  that  it  met  to  set  right  a  real  evil, 
and  was  not  a  mere  pretence  with  Arian 
objects.  Photinus  had  now  been  8  or 
9  years  in  the  open  avowal  of  his  heresy, 
yet  in  possession  of  his  see.  Nothing  is 

more  instructive  in  the  whole  of  this 
eventful  history  than  the  complication 
of  hopefulness  and  deterioration  in  the 
Oriental  party , and  the  apparent  advance 
yet  decline  of  the  truth.  Principles, 
good  and  bad,  were  developing  on  both 
sides  with  energy.  The  fall  of  Hosius 
and  Liherius,  and  the  dreadful  event  of 
Ariminum,  are  close  before  the  ruin  of 
the  Eusebian  power.  As  to  the  Bishops 
present  at  this  Sirmian  Council,  we 
have  them  described  in  Sulpitius ;  “  Part 
of  the  Bishops  followed  Arius,  and 
welcomed  the  desired  condemnation  of 
Athanasius;  part,  brought  together  by 
fear  and  faction,  yielded  to  a  party 
spirit ;  a  few,  to  whom  faith  was  dear 
and  truth  precious,  rejected  the  unjust 
judgment.”  Hist.  ii.  52.;  he  instances 
Paulinus  of  Treves,  whose  resistance, 
however,  took  place  at  Milan  some 
years  later.  Sozomen  gives  us  a  simi¬ 
lar  account,  speaking  of  a  date  a  few 
years  before  the  Sirmian  Council. 
“  The  East,”  he  says,  “  in  spite  of  its 
being  in  faction  after  the  Antiochene 
Council”  of  the  Dedication,  “and  thence¬ 
forth  openly  dissenting  from  the  Nicene 
faith,  in  reality,  I  think,  concurred  in 
the  sentiment  of  the  majority,  and  with 
them  confessed  the  Son  to  be  of  the 
Father’s  substance;  but  from  conten¬ 
tiousness  certain  of  them  fought  against 
the  term  ‘  One  in  substance  some,  as 
I  conjecture,  having  originally  objected 
to  the  word ...  others  from  habit... 
others,  aware  that  the  resistance  was 
unsuitable,  leaned  to  this  side  or  that 
to  gratify  parties  ;  and  many  thought  it 
weak  to  waste  themselves  in  such 
strife  of  words,  and  peaceably  held  to 
the  Nicene  decision."  Hist.  iii.  13. 
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Arim. 

AND 

Seled. 

vi.  Con¬ 
fession, 
or  1st 
Sirmi- 
an.A.D. 
351. 
Eph.  3, 
15. 


1  vid. 
note  on 
Nic. 
Anath. 

p.  66. 


We  believe  in  One  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  the  Creator  and 
Maker  of  all  tilings,  from  whom  the  whole  family  in  heaven  and 
earth  is  named. 

And  in  His  Only-begotten  Son,  our  Lord  Jesus  the  Christ, 
who  before  all  the  ages  was  begotten  from  the  Father,  God  from 
God,  Light  from  Light,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  in 
heaven  and  on  the  earth,  visible  and  invisible,  being  Word  and 
Wisdom  and  True  Light  and  Life,  who  in  the  last  days  was  made 
man  for  us,  and  was  born  of  the  Holy  Virgin,  and  crucified  and 
dead  and  buried,  and  rose  again  from  the  dead  the  third  day,  and 
was  taken  up  into  heaven,  and  sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of 
the  Father,  and  is  coming  at  the  end  of  the  world,  to  judge 
quick  and  dead,  and  to  render  to  every  one  according  to  his 
works ;  w’hose  Kingdom  being  unceasing  endures  unto  the  infinite 
ages ;  for  He  shall  sit  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  not 
only  in  this  world,  but  also  in  that  which  is  to  come. 

And  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  is,  the  Paraclete  ;  which,  having 
promised  to  the  Apostles,  to  send  forth  after  His  ascension  into 
heaven,  to  teach  and  to  remind  them  of  all  things.  He  did  send ; 
through  whom  also  are  sanctified  the  souls  of  those  who  sincerely 
believe  in  Him. 

(1.)  But  those  who  say  that  the  Son  was  from  nothing  or  from 
other  subsistence 1  and  not  from  God,  and  that  there  was  time 
or  age  w  hen  He  was  not,  the  Holy  and  Catholic  Church  regards 
as  aliens. 

(2.)  Again  we  say,  Whosoever  says  that  the  Father  and  the  Son 
are  two  Gods,  be  he  anathema1". 

(3.)  And  whosoever,  saying  that  Christ  is  God,  before  ages  Son 
of  God,  does  not  confess  that  He  subserved  the  Father  for  the 
framing  of  the  universe,  be  he  anathema ". 


ra  This  Anathema  which  has  occurred 
in  substance  in  the  Macrostich,  and 
again  infra,  Anath.  18  and  23.  is  a  dis¬ 
claimer  on  the  part  of  the  Eusebian 
party  of  the  charge  brought  against  them 
with  reason  by  the  Catholics,  of  their  in 
fact  holding  a  supreme  and  a  secondary 
God.  In  the  Macrostich  it  is  disclaimed 
upon  a  simple  Arian  basis.  The  Semi- 
arians  were  more  open  to  this  imputa¬ 
tion  ;  Eusebius,  as  we  have  seen  above, 
distinctly  calling  our  Lord  a  second 
and  another  God.  vid.  p.  63,  note  g. 
It  will  he  observed  that  this  Anathema 
contradicts  the  one  which  immediately 
follows,  and  the  11th,  in  which  Christ 
is  called  God;  except,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  Father  and  Son  are  One  God, 
which  was  the  Catholic  doctrine,  or, 
on  the  other,  the  Son  is  God  in  name 
only,  which  was  the  pure  Arian  or  Ano- 
mcean. 

n  The  language  of  Catholics  and  here¬ 


tics  is  very  much  the  same  on  this 
point  of  the  Son’s  ministration,  with 
this  essential  difference  of  sense,  that 
Catholic  writers  mean  a  ministration 
internal  to  the  divine  substance  and  an 
instrument  connatural  with  the  Father, 
and  Arius  meant  an  external  and 
created  medium  of  operation,  vid.  p.  12. 
note  z.  Thus  S.  Clement  calls  our  Lord 
“  the  All-harmonious  Instrument 
>»»)  of  God.”  Protrept.  p.  6.  Eusebius 
“  an  animated  and  living  instrument 
(coyaicr  i/o^u^cr,)  nay,  rather  divine 
and  vivific  of  every  substance  and  na¬ 
ture.”  Demonstr.  iv.  4.  S.  Basil,  on 
the  other  hand,  insists  that  the  AriaDS 
reduced  our  Lord  to  “  an  inanimate  in¬ 
strument.”  coya.ro r  ai^u^ct,  though  they 
called  Him  irrovoyit  TtXucTaror,  most 
perfect  minister  or  under- worker,  adv. 
Eunom.  ii.  21.  Elsewhere  he  says, 
“  the  nature  of  a  cause  is  one,  and  the 
nature  of  an  instrument,  ioyarcu ,  an- 
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being  the  sixth  of  the  Ensebians,  Sent  i-ar  inn. 

(4.)  Whosoever  presumes  to  say  that  the  Ingenerate,  or  a  part  of  Chap. 
Him  1  was  born  of  Mary,  be  he  anathema.  II- 

(5.)  Whosoever  says  that  according  to  foreknowledge2  the  Son  is  1  p.  114, 
before  Mary  and  not  that,  generated  from  the  Father  before  ages,  °ote  c- 
He  was  with  God,  and  that  through  Him  all  things  were  gene- 
rated,  be  he  anathema. 

(6.)  Whosoever  shall  pretend  that  the  substance  of  God  was 
enlarged  or  contracted 3,  be  he  anathema.  3  Orat. 

(7-)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  the  substance  of  God  being  enlarged  lv-  §•  I3, 
made  the  Son,  or  shall  name  the  enlargement  of  His  substance 
the  Son,  be  he  anathema. 

(8.)  Whosoever  calls  the  Son  of  God  the  mental  or  pronounced 
Word4,  be  he  anathema.  4p.  113, 

(9.)  Whosoever  says  that  the  Son  from  Mary  is  man  only,  be  note  z- 
he  anathema. 

(10.)  Whosoever,  speaking  of  Him  who  is  from  Mary  God 
and  man,  thereby  means  God  the  Ingenerate5,  be  he  anathema.  5  p.  112, 

(11.)  Whosoever  shall  explain  I  am  the  First  and  I  am  the  Last,  n-  (20 
and  besides  Me  there  is  no  God,  which  is  said  for  the  denial  of?s'44,t>’ 
idols  and  of  gods  that  are  not,  to  the  denial  of  the  Only-begotten, 
before  ages  God,  as  Jews  do,  be  he  anathema. 

(12.)  Whosoever, because  itis  said  The  JVord  was  made Jlesh,  shall  John  1, 
consider  that  the  Word  was  changed  into  flesh,  or  shall  say  that 14, 

He  underwent  an  alteration  and  took  flesh,  be  he  anathema0. 


other;.  ..foreign  then  in  nature  is  the  Son 
from  the  Father,  since  such  is  an  in¬ 
strument  from  a  workman.”  de  Sp.  S. 
n.  6  fin.  vid.  also  n.  4  fin.  and  n.  20. 
Afterwards  he  speaks  of  our  Lord  as 
u  not  intrusted  with  the  ministry  of  each 
work  by  particular  injunctions  in  detail, 
for  this  were  ministration,”  XuToviyixbv, 
but  as  being  “  full  of  the  Father  s  ex¬ 
cellences,”  and  “  fulfilling  not  an  in¬ 
strumental,  ieyanxnt.  and  servile  min¬ 
istration, but  accomplishing  the  Father's 
will  like  a  Creator,  ^ri[Mt>uoyiKuf.  ibid, 
n.  19.  And  so  S.  Gregory,  “  The  Fa¬ 
ther  signifies,  the  Word  accomplishes, 
not  servilely,  nor  ignorantly,  but  with 
knowledge  and  sovereignty,  and,  to  speak 
more  suitably,  in  the  Father’s  way, 
'TUT^ixas.  Orat.  30.  1 1.  And  S.  Cyril, 
“  There  is  nothing  abject  in  the  Son, 
as  in  a  minister,  vvoueyM,  as  they  say  ; 
for  the  God  and  Father  injoins  not,  et<- 
TaTTti,  on  His  Word,  ‘  Make  man,’  but 
as  one  with  Him,  by  nature,  and  in¬ 
separably  existing  in  Him  as  a  co- 
operator,”  &c.  in  Joann,  p.  48.  Ex¬ 
planations  such  as  these  secure  for  the 
Catholic  writers  some  freedom  in  their 
modes  of  speaking,  e.  g.  we  have  seen, 
supr.  p.  15.  note  d.  that  Athan.  speaks 
of  the  Son,  as  “  enjoined  and  min¬ 
istering,”  TgOTTUTTift’.yiS ,  UTOVOyui, 


Orat.  ii.  §.  22.  Thus  S.  Irenaeus  speaks 
of  the  Father  being  well-pleased  and 
commanding,  xsAsi Juvraj,  and  the  Son 
doing  and  framing.  Hser.  iv.  75.  S. 
Basil  too,  in  the  same  treatise  in  which 
are  some  of  the  foregoing  protests, 
speaks  of  “  the  Lord  ordering,  ^syrair- 
and  the  Word  framing.”  deSp.  S. 
n.  38.  S.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  of  “  Him 
who  bids,  IrrsXXirai,  bidding  to  one  who 
is  present  with  Him,”  Cat.  xi.  16.  vid. 
also  isrcg trav  j8at/AS,  Justin.  Tryph. 
126.  and  vnuoyiv,  Theoph.  ad  Autol. 
ii.  10.  i^uT7t^ircijy diXrtftun,  Clem.  Strom, 
vii.  p.  832. 

0  The  12th  and  13th  Anathemas  are 
intended  to  meet  the  charge  which  is  al¬ 
luded  topp.  115, 123,  notes  f  andu,  that 
Arianism  involved  the  doctrine  that  our 
Lord’s  divine  nature  suffered.  Atha¬ 
nasius  brings  this  accusation  against 
them  distinctly  in  his  work  against 
Apollinaris,  “  Idle  then  is  the  fiction 
of  the  Arians,  who  suppose  that  the 
Saviour  took  flesh  only,  irreligiously 
imputing  the  notion  of  suffering  to  the 
impassible  godhead.”  contr.  Apollin.  i. 
15.  vid.  also  Ambros.  de  Fide,  iii.  38. 
Salig  in  his  de  Eutychianismo  ant. 
Eutychen  takes  notice  of  none  of  the 
passages  in  the  text. 


COUNC. 

Arim. 

AND 

Self.u. 


Gen.  1, 
26. 

'P-  H4, 
ref.  2. 


Gen.  10, 
24. 


120  The  first  Creed  of  Sir  m  turn,  against  Pholius, 

(13.)  Whosoever,  as  hearing  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  God  was 
crucified,  shall  say  that  His  Godhead  underwent  corruption, 
or  passion,  or  alteration,  or  diminution,  or  destruction,  be  he 
anathema. 

(14.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  Lei  Us  make  man 1  was  not  said 
by  the  Father  to  the  Son,  but  by  God  to  Himself,  lie  he  ana¬ 
thema1’. 

(15.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  Abraham  saw,  not  the  Son,  but 
the  Ingenerate  God  or  part  of  Him,  be  he  anathema  *. 

(16.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  with  Jacob,  not  the  Son  as  man, 
but  the  Ingenerate  God  or  part  of  Him,  did  wrestle,  be  he 


anathema r. 

(17.)  Whosoever  shall  explain, 
not  of  the  Father  and  the  Son 

P  This  Anathema  is  directed  against 
the  Sabellians,  especially  Marcellus, who 
held  the  very  opinion  which  it  denounces, 
that  the  Almighty  spake  with  Himself. 
Euseb.  Eccles.  Theol.  ii.  15.  The  Jews 
said  that  Almighty  God  spoke  to  the 
Angels.  Basil.  Hexaem.  fin.  Others 
that  the  plural  was  used  as  authorities 
on  earth  use  it  in  way  of  dignity. 
Theod.  in  Gen.  19.  As  to  the  Catholic- 
Fathers,  as  is  well  known,  they  inter¬ 
preted  the  text  in  the  sense  here  given. 
It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  refer  to  in¬ 
stances  ;  Petavius, however,  cites  the  fol¬ 
lowing.  First  those  in  which  the  Eter¬ 
nal  Father  is  considered  to  speak  to  the 
Son.  Theophilus,  ad  Autol.ii.  18.  Nova¬ 
tion,  de  Trin.  26.  Tertullian,  de  Cam. 
Christ.  5.  Synod.  Antioch,  contr.  Paul, 
ap.  Kouth.  Reliqu.  t.  2.  p.  468.  Basil. 
Hexaem.  fin.  Cyr.  Hieros.  Cat.  x.  6. 
Cyril.  Alex.  Dial.  iv.  p.  516.  Athan. 
contr.  Gentes,  46.  Orat.  iii.  §.  29.  fin. 
Chrysost.  in  Genes.  Horn.  viii.  3.  Hilar, 
iv.  1/.  v.  8.  Ambros.  Hexaem.  vi.  7. 
Augustin,  ad  Maxim,  ii.  26.  n.  2.  Next 
those  in  which  Son  and  Spirit  are  con¬ 
sidered  as  addressed.  Theoph.  ad  Autol. 
ii.  18.  Pseudo-Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  v. 
p.  315.  Pseudo-Chrysost.  de  Trin.  t.  i. 
p.  832.  Cyril.  Thesaur.  p.  12.  Theodor, 
in  Genes.  19.  Haer.  v.  3.  and  9.  But 
even  here,  where  the  Arians  agree  with 
Catholics,  they  differ  in  this  remarkable 
respect,  that  in  this  and  the  following 
Canons  they  place  certain  interpreta¬ 
tions  of  Scripture  under  the  sanction  of 
an  anathema,  shewing  how  far  less 
free  the  system  of  heretics  is  than  that 
of  the  Church. 

s  This  again,  in  spite  of  the  wording, 
which  is  directed  against  the  Catholic 
doctrine,  and  of  an  heretical  implica¬ 
tion,^  a  Catholic  interpretation.vid.  (be¬ 
sides  Philo  de  Somniis.  i.  12.)  Justin. 


The  Lord  rained fire  from  the  Lord 
and  says  that  He  rained  from 

Trvph.  56.  and  126.  Iren.  Htrr.  iv.  10. 
n.  1.  Tertnll.  de  cam.  Christ.  6.  adv. 
Marc.  iii.  9.  adv.  Prax.  16.  Novat.  de 
Trin.  18.  Origen.  in  Gen.  Horn.  iv.  5. 
Cyprian,  adv.  Jud.  ii.  5.  Antioch.  Syn. 
contr.  Paul,  apud  Routh.  Rell.  t.  2.  p. 
469.  Athan.  Orat.  ii.  13.  Epiph.  Aneor. 
29  and  39.  H®r.  71.  5.  Chrysost.  in 
Gen.  Horn.  41.7.  These  references  are 
principally  from  Petavius  ;  also  from 
Dorseheus,  who  has  written  an  elabo¬ 
rate  commentary  on  this  Council.  The 
implication  alluded  to  above  is,  that 
the  Son  is  of  a  visible  substance,  and 
thus  is  naturally  the  manifestation  of 
the  Invisible  God.  Petavius  maintains, 
and  Bull  denies,  (Defens.  F.  D.  iv.  3.) 
that  the  doctrine  is  found  in  Justin, 
Origen,  &c.  The  Catholic  doctrine  is 
that  the  Son  has  condescended  to  be¬ 
come  visible  by  means  of  material  ap¬ 
pearances.  Augustine  seems  to  have 
been  the  first  who  changed  the  mode  of 
viewing  the  texts  in  question,  and  con¬ 
sidered  the  divine  appearance,  not  God 
the  Son,  but  a  created  Angel,  vid.  de 
Trin.  ii.  passim.  Jansenius  considers 
that  he  did  so  from  a  suggestion  of  St. 
Ambrose,  that  the  hitherto  received 
view  had  been  the  origo  hreresis  Ari- 
anae,  vid.  his  Augustinus,  lib.  procem. 
c.  12.  t.  2.  p.  12.  The  two  views  are  not 
inconsistent  with  each  other.  It  is  re¬ 
markable  that  in  this  and  the  next  ana¬ 
thema  for  “  partem  ejus”  in  Hilary, 
Petavius  should  propose  to  read  “  pa- 
trem”  against  the  original  text  in  Athan. 

ai/rev,  and  the  obvious  explanation 
of  it  by  the  phrase  i/iccvnev,  which 
was  not  unfrequently  in  the  mouths  of 
Arian  objectors,  vid.  supr.  p.  97,  note  i. 

r  This  and  the  following  Canon  are 
Catholic  in  their  main  doctrine,  and 
might  be  illustrated,  if  necessary,  as 
the  foregoing. 
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being  the  sixth  of  the  Eusebians,  Semi-arian. 


For  the  Son  Lord  rained  from  the  Chap. 

II. 


118, 


Himself,  be  he  anathema. 

Father  Lord. 

(18.)  Whosoever  hearingthat  the  Father  is  Lordandthe  Son  Lord 
and  the  Father  and  Son  Lord,  for  there  is  Lord  from  Lord,  says 
there  are  two  Gods,  be  he  anathema.  For  we  do  not  place  the 
Son  in  the  Father's  order,  but  as  subordinate  to  the  Father;  for 
He  did  not  descend  upon  Sodom  without  the  Father’s  will1,  nor 
did  He  rain  from  Himself,  but  from  the  Lord,  that  is,  the  Father  note  n- 
authorizing  it.  Nor  is  He  of  Himself  set  down  on  the  right 
hand,  but  He  hears  the  Father  saying,  Sit  Thou  on  My  rigid  Ps.  110, 
hand.  1- 

(19  )  Whosoever  says  that  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the  Holy 
Ghost  are  One  Person,  be  he  anathema. 

(20.)  Whosoever,  speaking  of  the  Holy  Ghost  as  Paraclete,  shall 
speak  of  the  Ingenerate  God,  be  he  anathema s. 

(21.)  Whosoever  shall  deny,  what  the  Lord  taught  us,  that  the 
Paraclete  is  other  than  the  Son,  for  He  hath  said,  And  another  Jofcnl-J, 
Paraclete  shall  the  Father  send  to  you,  whom  I  will  ask ,  be  he  li;- 
anathema. 

(22.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  the  Holy  Ghost  is  part  of  the 
Father  or  of  the  Son  2,  be  he  anathema.  3  P- 

(23.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the  n‘ 

Holy  Ghost  be  three  Gods,  be  he  anathema. 

(24.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  the  Son  of  God  at  the  will  of 
God  came  to  be,  as  one  of  the  works,  be  he  anathema. 

(25.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  the  Son  was  generated,  the  Father 
not  wishing  it3,  be  he  anathema.  For  not  by  compulsion,  forced3  P-J  15j 
by  physical  necessity,  did  the  Father,  as  He  wished  not,  generate11' 
the  Son,  but  He  at  once  willed,  and,  after  generating  Him  from 
Himself  apart  from  time  and  passion,  manifested  Him. 

(26.)  Whosoever  shall  say  that  the  Son  is  ingenerate  and  unori¬ 
ginate,  as  if  speaking  of  two  unoriginate  and  two  ingenerate,  and 
making  two  Gods, be  he  anathema.  For  the  Son  is  the  Head,  which 
is  the  origin  of  all:  and  Godisthe  Head,  whichistheorigin  of  Christ4;4  p.  98, 
for  thus  to  one  unoriginate  origin  of  the  universe  do  we  religiously  cir-  fin- 
refer  all  things  through  the  Son.  L 

(270  And  in  accurate  delineation  of  the  idea  of  Christianity  we 
say  this  again  ;  Whosoever  shall  not  say  that  Christ  is  God,  Son  of 
God,  as  being  before  ages,  and  having  subserved  the  Father  in 


8  It  was  an  expedient  of  the  Mace¬ 
donians  to  deny  that  the  Holy  Spirit 
was  God  because  it  was  not  usual  to  call 
Him  Ingenerate ;  and  perhaps  to  their 
form  of  heresy  which  was  always  im¬ 
plied  in  A  nanism,  and  which  began  to 
shew  itself  formally  among  the  Semi- 
arians  ten  years  later,  this  anathema 
may  be  traced.  They  asked  the  Ca¬ 
tholics  whether  the  Holy  Spirit  was  In¬ 
generate,  generate,  or  created,  for  into 
these  three  they  divided  all  things,  vid. 
Basil,  in  Sabell.  et  Ar.  Horn.  xxiv. 


6.  But,  as  the  Arians  had  first  made 
the  alternative  only  between  Ingenerate 
and  created,  and  Athan.  de  Deer.  §.  28. 
supr.  p.  53,  note  g.  shews  that  gene¬ 
rate  is  a  third  idea  really  distinct 
from  one  and  the  other,  so  S.  Greg. 
Naz.  adds,  processive,  Sjstoji urir,  as 
an  intermediate  idea,  contrasted  with 
Ingenerate,  yet  distinct  from  generate. 
Orat.  xxxi.  8.  In  other  words,  Ingene¬ 
rate  means,  not  only  not  generate ,  but 
not  from  any  origin,  vid.  August,  de 
Trin.  xv.  26. 
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122  The  second  Creed  of  Sirmium,  subscribed  by  Host  us, 

the  framing  of  the  Universe,  but  that  from  the  time  that  he  was  born 
of  Mary,  from  thence  He  was  called  Christ  and  Son,  and  took  an 
origin  of  being  God,  be  he  anathema. 

15.  Casting  aside  the  whole  of  this,  as  if  they  had  discovered 
something  better,  they  propound  another  faith,  and  write  at 
Sinniiun  in  Latin  what  is  here  translated  into  Greek*. 

Whereas  it  has  seemed  good  that  there  should  be  some  dis¬ 
cussion  concerning  faith,  all  points  have  been  carefully  investi¬ 
gated  and  discussed  at  Sirmium  in  the  presence  of  Valens,  and 
Ursacius,  and  Germanius,  and  the  rest. 

It  is  held  for  certain  that  there  is  one  God,  the  Father 
Almighty,  as  also  is  preached  in  all  the  world. 

And  His  One  Only-begotten  8on,  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
generated  from  Him  before  the  ages;  and  that  we  may  not 
speak  of  two  Gods,  since  the  Lord  Himself  has  said,  /  go  to  My 
Father  and  your  Father,  and  JSly  God  and  your  God.  On  this  account 
He  is  God  of  all,  as  also  the  Apostle  has  taught:  Is  He  God  of  the 
Jews  only,  is  He  not  also  of  the  Gentiles  ?  yea  of  the  Gentiles  also:  since 
there  is  one  God  who  shall  justify  the  circumcision  from  faith,  and 
the  uncircumcision  through  faith  ;  and  every  thing  else  agrees,  and 
has  no  ambiguity. 

But  since  many  persons  are  disturbed  by  questions  con¬ 
cerning  what  is  called  in  Latin  “  Substantia,”  but  in  Greek 
“  Usia,”  that  is,  to  make  it  understood  more  exactly,  as  to  “  One 
in  Substance,”  or  what  is  called,  “  Like  in  substance,”  there 
ought  to  be  no  mention  of  any  of  these  at  all,  nor  exposition  of  them 
in  the  Church,  for  this  reason  and  for  this  consideration,  that  in 
divine  Scripture  nothing  is  written  about  them,  and  that  they  are 
above  mens  knowledge  and  above  men's  understanding;  and 
because  no  one  can  declare  the  Son’s  generation,  as  it  is  written. 
Who  shall  declare  His  generation?  for  it  is  plain  that  the  Father 
only  knows  how  He  generated  the  Son,  and  again  the  Son  how 
He  has  been  generated  by  the  Father.  And  to  none  can  it  be 
a  question  that  the  Father  is  greater:  for  no  one  can  doubt  that 
the  Father  is  greater  in  honour  and  dignity  and  Godhead,  and  in 
the  very  name  of  Father,  the  Son  Himself  testifying,  The  Father 
that  sent  Me  is  greater  than  I.  And  no  one  is  ignorant,  that  it 
is  Catholic  doctrine,  that  there  are  two  Persons  of  Father  and 
Son,  and  that  the  Father  is  greater,  and  the  Son  subordinated*  to 
the  Father  together  with  all  things  which  the  Father  has  subordi- 


*  The  Creed  which  follows  was  not 
put  forth  by  a  Council,  hut  at  a  meeting 
of  a  few  Arian  Bishops,  and  the  author 
was  Potainius,  Bishop  of  Lisbon.  It  is 
important  as  marking  the  open  separa¬ 
tion  of  the  Eusebians  or  Acacians  from 
the  Semi-arians,  and  their  adoption  of 
Anomcean  tenets.  Hilary,  who  defends 
the  Eusehian  Councils  up  to  this  date, 


calls  this  a  “  blasphemia,”  and  upon  it 
followed  the  Semi-arian  Council  by  way 
of  protest  at  Aneyra.  St.  Hilary  tells 
us  that  it  was  the  Confession  which 
Hosius  was  imprisoned  and  tortured 
into  signing.  Whether  it  is  the  one 
which  Pope  Liberals  signed  is  doubt¬ 
ful  ;  but  he  signed  an  Arian  Confession 
at  this  time. 
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being  the  seventh  of  the  Eusebians,  Avian. 

nated  to  Him,  and  that  the  Father  has  no  origin,  and  is  invisible,  Chap. 
and  immortal,  and  impassible;  but  that  the  Son  has  been  generated  H. 
from  the  Father,  God  from  God,  Light  from  Light,  and  that  His  1 
generation,  as  aforesaid,  no  one  knows,  but  the  Father  only.  And 
that  the  Son  Himself  and  our  Lord  and  God,  took  flesh,  that  is, 
a  body,  that  is,  man,  from  Mary  the  Virgin,  as  the  Angel  heralded  31p  5g 
beforehand ;  and  as  all  the  Scriptures  teach,  and  especially  the  Orat.  i. 
Apostle  Himself,  the  doctor  of  the  Gentiles,  Christ  took  man  of§-34. 
Mary  the  Virgin,  through  which  He  suffered.  And  the  whole 
faith  is  summed  up  ’,  and  secured  in  this,  that  a  Trinity  should  ever  l 
be  preserved,  as  we  read  in  the  Gospel,  Go  ye  mid  baptize  all  Me;\iat.28, 
nations  in  the  Name  o  f  the  Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  19. 
Ghost.  And  entire  and  perfect  is  the  number  of  the  Trinity ;  but 
the  Paraclete,  the  Holy  Ghost,  sent  forth  through  the  Son,  came 
according  to  the  promise,  that  He  might  teach  and  sanctify  the 
Apostles  and  all  believers  u. 

16.  After  drawing  up  this,  and  then  becoming  dissatisfied,  §.  29. 
they  composed  the  faith  which  to  their  shame  they  paraded 
with  “  the  Consulate.”  And,  as  is  their  wont,  condemning  this 
also,  they  caused  Martinian  the  notary  to  seize  it  from  the 
parties  who  had  the  copies  of  it  \  And  having  got  the  Em¬ 
peror  Constantius  to  put  forth  an  edict  against  it,  they  form 
another  dogma  afresh,  and  with  the  addition  of  certain 
expressions,  according  to  their  wont,  they  write  thus  in 
Isauria. 

We  decline  not  to  bring  forward  the  authentic  faith  published  at  ix.  Con¬ 
fession, 
atSeleu- 

Sardican  Confession,  (vid.  above,  pp.  C1J>A.D. 
S4,  85,  note  c,)  and  turns  them  into 
another  evidence  of  this  additional 
heresy  involved  in  Arianism.  “  Im- 
passibilis  Deus,”  says  Phcebadius, 

“  quia  Deus  Spiritus  .  .  .  non  ergo 
passibilis  Dei  Spiritus,  licet  in  homine 
suo  passus.”  Now  the  Sardicau  Con¬ 
fession  is  thought  ignorant,  as  well  as 
unanthoritative,  (e.  g.  by  Natalis  Alex. 

Saec.  4.  Diss.  29.)  because  it  imputes 
to  Valens  and  Ursacius  the  following 
belief,  which  he  supposes  to  he  Patripas- 
sianism,  hut  which  exactly  answers  to 
this  aspect  and  representation  of  Arian- 

ism:  on  i  \oyos  xa)  on  <ro  Tntuua  xa) 
briuvoutr,  xa!  irfliyn  xa!  i-xifui i»  xa! 

iiizTti.  Theod.  Hist.  ii.  (>.  p.  844. 

x  Some  critics  suppose  that  this 
transaction  really  belongs  to  the  second 
instead  of  the  third  Confession  of  Sir- 
miuin.  Socrates  connects  it  with  the 
second.  Hist.  ii.  30. 


u  It  will  be  observed  that  this  Con¬ 
fession  ;  1.  by  denying  “  two  Gods,” 
and  declaring  that  the  One  God  is  the 
God  of  Christ,  implies  that  our  Lord  is 
not  God.  2.  It  says  that  the  word  “  sub¬ 
stance,”  and  its  compounds,  ought  not 
to  he  used  as  being  unscriptural,  mys¬ 
terious,  and  leading  to  disturbance ; 
3.  it  holds  that  the  Father  is  greater 
than  the  Son  “  in  honour,  dignity,  and 
godhead 4.  that  the  Son  is  subordi¬ 
nate  to  the  Father  with  all  other 
things;  5.  that  it  is  the  Father’s  cha- 
racterist:c  to  be  invisible  and  impassi¬ 
ble.  On  the  last  head,  Tid.  supr.  pp.  1 15. 

1 19.  notes  f.  o.  They  also  say  that  our 
Lord,bominein  snscepisse  per  quern  cum- 
jxissus  est,  a  word  which  Phcebadius 
condemns  in  his  remarks  on  this  Con¬ 
fession  ;  w  here,  by  the  way,  he  uses 
the  word  “  spiritus”  in  the  sense  of 
Hilary  and  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers, 
in  a  connection  which  at  once  explains 
the  obscure  words  of  the  supposititious 


124  Creed  of  Seleucia,  ninth  of  the  Eusebianx,  Homoean. 

Counc.  the  Dedication  at  Antioch  v ;  though  certainly  our  fathers  at  that 
Arih.  tjme  met  together  for  a  particular  subject  under  investigation. 
Seleu  But  8'nce  “  C>ne  in  substance”  and  “  Like  in  substance1,”  have 

- —  troubled  many  persons  in  times  past  and  up  to  this  day,  and  since 

Z“'v-  moreover  some  are  said  recently  to  have  devised  the  Son's  “  Un- 
-  iripoioi likeness2”  to  the  Father,  on  their  account  we  reject  “  One  in  sub¬ 
stance”  and  “  Like  in  substance,’’  as  alien  to  the  Scriptures,  but 
“  Unlike’’  we  anathematize,  and  account  all  who  profess  it  as 
aliens  from  the  Church.  And  we  distinctly  confess  the  “  Like- 
c/ttin  ness3”  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  according  to  the  Apostle,  who 
Col.  1,  says  of  the  Son,  Who  is  the  Image  of  the  Invisible  God. 

And  we  confess  and  believe  in  one  God,  the  Father  Almighty, 
the  Maker  of  heaven  and  earth,  of  all  things  visible  and  invisible. 

And  we  believe  also  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  His  Son,  gene¬ 
rated  from  Him  impassibly  before  all  the  ages,  God  the  Word, 
God  from  God,  Only-begotten,  light,  life,  truth,  wisdom,  power, 
through  whom  all  things  were  made,  in  the  heavens  and  on  the 
earth,  whether  visible  or  invisible.  He,  as  we  believe,  at  the  end 
of  the  world,  for  the  abolishment  of  sin,  took  flesh  of  the  Holy 
Virgin,  and  was  made  man,  and  suffered  for  our  sins,  and  rose 
again,  and  w-as  taken  up  into  heaven,  and  sitteth  on  the  right 
hand  of  the  Father,  and  is  coming  again  in  glory,  to  judge  quick 
and  dead 

We  believe  also  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  our  Saviour  and 
Lord  named  Paraclete,  having  promised  to  send  Him  to  the 
disciples  after  His  own  departure,  as  He  did  send;  through 
whom  He  sanctifieth  all  in  the  Church  who  believe,  and  are 
baptized  in  the  Name  of  Father  and  Son  and  Holy  Ghost. 

But  those  who  preach  aught  beside  this  faith  the  Catholic 
Church  regards  as  aliens.  And  that  to  this  faith  that  is  equi¬ 
valent  w’hich  was  published  lately  at  Sirmium,  under  sanction  of 
his  religiousness  the  Emperor,  is  plain  to  all  who  read  it. 

§.  30.  17.  Having  written  thus  in  Isauria,  they  went  up  to  Constan¬ 

tinople”,  and  there,  as  if  dissatisfied,  they  changed  it,  as  is 


J  The  Semi-arian  majority  in  the 
Council  had  just  before  been  confirming 
the  Creed  of  the  Dedication  ;  hence  this 
beginning,  vid.  supr.  p.  89,  note  o.  They 
had  first  of  all  offered  to  the  Council  the 
third  Sirmian,  or  “  Confession  with  a 
Date,”  supr.  §.  3.  which  their  coadjutors 
offered  at  Ariminum,  Soz.  iv.  22.  and  at 
the  end  of  the  present  they  profess  that 
the  two  are  substantially  the  same. 
They  seem  to  mean  that  they  are  both 
Homoean  or  Scriptural  Creeds ;  they 
differ  in  that  the  latter,  as  if  to  pro¬ 
pitiate  the  Semi-arian  majority,  adds 
an  anathema  upon  Anomcean  as  well 
as  on  the  Homoiision  and  Homoeu- 
sion. 

z  These  two  sections  seem  to  have 
been  inserted  by  Athan.  after  his 


Letter  was  finished,  and  contain  later 
occurrences  in  the  history  of  Arimi¬ 
num,  than  were  contemplated  when 
he  wrote  supra,  ch.  i.  n.  15.  init.  vid. 
note  h,  in  loc.  In  this  place  Athan. 
distinctly  says,  that  the  following  Con¬ 
fession,  which  the  Acacians  from  Se¬ 
leucia  adopted  at  Constantinople,  was 
transmitted  toAriminum, and  there  forced 
upon  the  assembled  Fathers.  This  is 
not  inconsistent  with  what  seems  to  be 
the  fact,  that  the  Confession  was  drawn 
up  at  a  Council  held  at  Nice  in  Thrace 
near  Adrianople  in  Oct.  359,  whither 
the  deputies  from  Ariminum  had  been 
summoned  by  Constantius.  vid.  Hilar. 
Fragm.  viii.  5.  There  the  deputies 
signed  it,  and  thence  they  took  it  back 
to  Ariminum.  In  the  beginning  of  the 


Creed  of  Nice,  tenth ,  signed  at  Ariminum ,  Homoean.  125 

their  wont,  and  with  certain  additions  against  using  even  Chap. 
“  Subsistence”  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  they  trans-  — — : — 
mitted  it  to  the  Council  at  Ariminum,  and  compelled  even 
the  Bishops  in  those  parts  to  subscribe  it,  and  those  who 
contradicted  them  they  got  banished  by  Constantius.  And 
it  runs  thus  : — 

We  believe  in  One  God  the  Father  Almighty,  from  whom  are  x.  Con- 
all  things ;  fession 

And  in  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  God,  begotten  from  God  a|^'ice 
before  all  ages  and  before  every  origin,  by  whom  all  things  were 
made,  visible  and  invisible,  and  begotten  as  only-begotten,  only  stanti- 
from  the  Father  onlya,  God  from  God,  like  to  the  Father  thatnople. 
begat  Him  according  to  the  Scriptures;  whose  generation  no  one  AD- 
knows,  except  the  Father  alone  who  begat  Him.  He  as  we359-360. 
acknowledge,  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  God,  the  Father  sending 
Him,  came  hither  from  the  heavens,  as  it  is  written,  for  the  un¬ 
doing  of  sin  and  death,  and  was  born  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  of  Mary 
the  Virgin  according  to  the  flesh,  as  it  is  written,  and  conversed 
with  the  disciples,  and  having  fulfilled  the  whole  economy  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Father’s  will,  wras  crucified  and  dead  and  buried 


following  year  360  it  was  confirmed  by 
a  Council  at  Constantinople,  after  the 
termination  of  that  of  Ariminum,  and  to 
this  confirmation  Athanasius  refers. 
Socrates  says,  Hist.  ii.  37  fin.  that  they 
chose  Nice  in  order  to  deceive  the 
ignorant  with  the  notion  that  it  was 
Nicaea,  and  their  creed  the  Nicene 
faith,  and  the  place  is  actually  called 
Nicaea,  in  the  Acts  of  Ariminum  pre¬ 
served  by  Hilary,  p.  1346.  Such  a 
measure,  whether  or  not  adopted  in  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  might  easily  have  had  success, 
considering  the  existing  state  of  the 
West.  We  have  seen,  supr.  p.  76,  note 
i,  that  S.  Hilary  had  not  heard  the 
Nicene  Creed  till  he  came  into  Asia 
Minor,  A.  D.  356.  and  he  says  of  his 
Gallic  and  British  brethren,  “  O  blessed 
ye  in  the  Lord  and  glorious,  who  hold 
the  perfect  and  apostolic  faith  in  the 
profession  of  jour  conscience,  and  up 
to  this  time  know  not  creeds  in  writing. 
For  ye  needed  not  the  letter,  who 
abounded  in  the  Spirit ;  nor  looked  for 
the  hand’s  office  for  subscription,  who 
believed  in  the  heart,  and  professed 
with  the  mouth  unto  salvation.  Nor 
was  it  necessarj-  for  you  as  bishops  to 
read,  what  was  put  into  your  hands  as 
noophytes  on  your  regeneration.  But 
necessity  hath  brought  in  the  usage, 
the  creeds  should  be  expounded  and 
subscriptions  attached.  For  when  what 


our  conscience  holds  is  in  danger,  then 
the  letter  is  required  ;  nor  surely  is 
there  reason  against  writing  what  there 
is  health  in  confessing.”  de  Syn.  63.  It 
should  he  added  that  at  this  Council 
Ulphilas  the  Apostle  of  the  Goths,  who 
had  hitherto  followed  the  Council  of 
Nicaea,  conformed,  and  thus  became 
the  means  of  spreading  through  his 
countrymen  the  Creed  of  Ariminum. 

3  ftlvo!  t*  /aovou.  Though  this  is  an 
Homcean  or  Aeacian,not  an  Anomoean 
Creed,  this  phrase  may  he  considered  a 
symptom  of  Anomcean  influence  ;  plit; 
xaga,  or  £  , uorou  being  one  special  for¬ 
mula  adopted  by  Eunomius,  explanatory 
of  ftavaytvri;,  in  accordance  with  the  ori¬ 
ginal  Arian  theory,  mentioned  de  Beer. 
§.  7.  supra,  p.  12.  that  the  Son  was  the 
one  instrument  of  creation.  Eunomius 
said  that  He  alone  was  created  by  the 
Father  alone;  all  other  things  being 
created  by  the  Father,  not  alone,  but 
through  Him  whom  alone  He  had  first 
created,  vid.  Cyril.  Thesaur.  25.  p.  239. 
St.  Basil  observes  that,  if  this  be  a  true 
sense  of  poioyiiris ,  then  no  man  is  such, 
e.  g.  Isaac,  as  being  born  of  two,  contr. 
Eunom.ii.  21.  Acacius  has  recourse  to 
Gnosticism,  and  illustrates  the  Arian 
sense  by  the  contrast  of  the  ir gofceXti  of 
the  /Eons,  which  as  described  supra, 
p.  97,  note  h,  was  U  ap.  Epiph. 

Haw.  72.  7.  p.  639. 
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and  descended  to  the  parts  below  the  earth ;  at  whom  hell  itself 
shuddered :  who  also  rose  from  the  dead  on  the  third  day,  and 
abode  with  the  disciples,  and,  forty  days  being  fulfilled,  was 
taken  up  into  the  heavens,  and  sitteth  on  the  right  hand  of  the 
Father,  to  come  in  the  last  day  of  the  resurrection  in  the  Father's 
glory,  that  He  may  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works. 

And  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  whom  the  Only-begotten  Son  of  God 
Himself,  Christ,  our  Lord  and  God,  promised  to  send  to  the  race 
of  man,  as  Paraclete,  as  it  is  written,  “  the  Spirit  of  truth,  which 
He  sent  unto  them  when  He  had  ascended  into  the  heavens.” 

But  the  name  of  “  Substance,”  which  was  set  down  by  the 
Fathers  in  simplicity,  and,  being  unknown  by  the  people,  caused 
offence,  because  the  Scriptures  contain  it  not,  it  has  seemed  good 
to  take  away,  and  for  the  future  to  make  no  mention  of  it  at  all ; 
since  the  divine  Scriptures  have  made  no  mention  of  the  Sub¬ 
stance  of  Father  and  Son.  For  neither  ought  Subsistence  to  be 
named  concerning  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost.  But  we  say 
that  the  Son  is  Like  the  Father,  as  the  divine  Scriptures  say  and 
teach  ;  and  all  the  heresies,  both  those  which  have  been  afore 
condemned  already,  and  whatever  are  of  modern  date,  being 
contrary  to  this  published  statement,  be  they  anathema  b. 


18.  However,  they  did  not  stand  even  to  this ;  for  coining 
down  from  Constantinople  to  Antioch,  they  were  dissatisfied 
that  they  had  written  at  all  that  the  Son  was  “  Like  the 
Father,  as  the  Scriptures  say and  putting  their  ideas  upon 
paper,  they  began  reverting  to  their  first  doctrines,  and  said 
that  “  the  Son  is  altogether  unlike  the  Father,”  and  that 
the  “  Son  is  in  no  manner  like  the  Father,”  and  so  much 
did  they  change,  as  to  admit  those  who  spoke  the  Arian 
doctrine  nakedly  and  to  deliver  to  them  the  Churches  with 
licence  to  bring  forward  the  words  of  blasphemy  with  im¬ 
punity'.  Because  then  of  the  extreme  shamelessness  of 


b  Here  as  before,  instead  of  speaking 
of  Arianism,  the  Confession  anathema¬ 
tizes  a//heresies.  vid.supr.p.  108,  noteg. 
It  will  be  observed,  that  for  “  Like  in  all 
things,”  which  was  contained  in  the 
Confession  (third  Sirmian)  first  sub¬ 
mitted  to  tbe  Ariminian  Fathers,  is 
substituted  simply  “  Like.”  Moreover, 
they  include  hypostasis  or  subsistence, 
though  a  Scripture  term,  in  the  list  of 
proscribed  symbols,  vid.  also  ad  Afros. 
4.  The  object  of  suppressing  vxlrrcun;, 
seems  to  have  been  that, since  the  Creed, 
which  was  written  in  Latin,  was  to  go  to 
Ariminum,  the  West  might  he  forced  to 
deny  the  Latin  version  or  equivalent  of 
Ifnovnet, unius  substanti®, or  hypostasis, 


as  well  as  the  Greek  original.  This  cir¬ 
cumstance  might  be  added,  to  those 
enumerated  supra,  p.  G9,  &c.  to  shew 
that  in  the  Nicene  formulary  substance 
and  subsistence  are  synonymous. 

c  Acacius,  Eudoxius,  and  the  rest, 
after  ratifying  at  Constantinople  the 
Creed  framed  at  Nice  and  subscribed 
at  Ariminum,  appear  next  at  Antioch 
a  year  and  a  half  later,  when  they 
throw  off  the  mask,  and,  avowing  the 
Anoraoean Creed,  “  revert,”  asSt.  Atha¬ 
nasius  says,  “  to  their  first  doctrines,” 
i.  e.  those  with  which  Arius  started. 
The  Anomoean  doctrine,  it  may  be  ob¬ 
served,  is  directly  opposed  rather  to  the 
Homceusian  than  to  the  Homoiision,as 
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eleventh  of  the  Eusehians,  Anomoean. 

their  blasphemy  they  were  called  by  all  Anomceans,  having  Chap. 
also  the  name  of  Exucontian d,  and  the  heretical  Constan tius  — — — 
for  the  patron  of  their  ungodliness,  who  persisting  up  to  the 
end  in  irreligion,  and  on  the  point  of  death,  thought  good 
to  be  baptized6;  not  however  by  religious  men,  but  by 
Euzoius f,  who  for  his  Arianism  had  been  deposed,  not  once, 
but  often,  both  when  he  was  a  deacon,  and  when  he  was  in 
the  see  of  Antioch. 

19.  The  forementioned  parties  then  had  proceeded  thus  far,  §.  32. 
when  they  were  stopped  and  deposed.  But  well  I  know,  not  even 
under  these  circumstances  will  they  stop,  as  many  as  have  now 
dissembled ",  but  they  will  always  be  making  parties  against 


indeed  the  very  symbols  shew ;  11  unlike 
in  substance,”  being  the  contrary  to 
“  like  in  substance.”  It  doubtless 
frightened  the  Semi-arinns,  and  hast¬ 
ened  their  return  to  the  Catholic  doc¬ 
trine. 

d  From  ig  six  ovruv,  “  out  of  no¬ 
thing,”  one  of  the  original  Arian  posi¬ 
tions  concerning  the  Son.  Theodoret 
says,  that  they  were  also  called  Exa- 
cionitm,  from  the  nature  of  their  place 
of  meeting,  Haer.  iv.  3.  and  Du  Cange 
confirms  it  so  far  as  to  shew  that  there 
was  a  place  or  quarter  of  Constantinople 
called  Exocionium  or  Exacionium. 

'  At  this  critical  moment  Constantius 
died,  when  the  cause  of  truth  was  only 
not  in  the  lowest  state  of  degradation, 
because  a  party  was  in  authority  and 
vigour  who  could  reduce  it  to  a  lower 
still ;  the  Latins  committed  to  an  Anti- 
Catholic  Creed,  the  Pope  a  rene¬ 
gade,  Hosius  fallen  and  dead,  Atha¬ 
nasius  wandering  in  the  deserts,  Arians 
in  the  sees  of  Christendom,  and  their 
doctrinegrowing  inblasphemy,  and  their 
profession  of  it  in  boldness,  every  day. 
TheEmperor  had  come  to  the  throne  when 
almost  a  hoy,  and  at  this  time  was  but 
44  years  old.  In  the  ordinary  course  of 
things,  he  might  have  reigned  till,  hu¬ 
manly  speaking,  orthodoxy  was  extinct. 
This  passage  shews  that  Athanasius 
did  not  insert  these  sections  till  two 
years  after  the  composition  of  the  work 
itself;  for  Constantius  died  A.D.  361. 

f  Euzoius,  at  this  time  Arian  Bishop 
of  Antioch,  w  as  excommunicated  with 
Alius  in  Egypt  and  at  Niesea,  and  was 
restored  with  him  to  the  Church 
at  the  Council  of  Jerusalem.  He  suc¬ 
ceeded  at  Antioch  S  Meletius,  who  on 
being  placed  in  that  see  by  the  Arians 


professed  orthodoxy,  and  was  forthwith 
banished  by  them. 

£  vrtx(l>a»Ta.  hypocrites,  is  almost 
a  title  of  the  Arians,  (with  an  ap¬ 
parent  allusion  to  1  Tim.  iv,  2.  vid. 
Socr.  i.  p.  13.  Athan.  Orat.  i.  §.  8.) 
and  that  in  various  senses.  The  first 
meaning  is  that,  being  heretics,  they 
nevertheless  used  orthodox  phrases  and 
statements  to  deceive  and  seduce  Catho¬ 
lics.  Thus  the  term  is  used  by  Alex¬ 
ander  in  the  beginning  of  the  contro¬ 
versy.  vid.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  3.  pp.  729. 
746.  Again,  it  implies  that  they  agreed 
with  Arius,  hut  would  not  confess  it; 
professed  to  be  Catholics,  hut  would 
not  anathematize  him.  vid.  Athan.  ad 
Ep.  TEg.  20.  or  alleged  untruly  the 
INicene  Council  as  their  ground  of  com¬ 
plaint,  infr.  39.  Again,  it  is  used  of 
the  hollowness  and  pretence  of  their 
ecclesiastical  proceedings,  with  the  Em¬ 
peror  at  their  head  ;  which  were  a  sort 
of  make-belief  of  spiritual  power,  or 
piece  of  acting,  tixuy.arcvgyiifj.ec.  Ep. 
Eneycl.  2  and  6.  It  also  means  geneial 
insincerity,  as  if  they  were  talking 
about  what  they  did  not  understand, 
and  did  not  realize  what  they  said,  and 
were  blindly  implicating  themselves  in 
evils  of  a  fearful  character.  Thus 
Athan.  calls  them  rou;  cib  'Aouou  yavicit 
ufoxgiras-  Orat.  ii.  §.  1.  imt.  and  he 
speaks  of  the  evil  spirit  making  them 
his  sport,  Tfiii  uvox^noyivoi;  rrtv  fxxvixv 
etvTou.  ad  Serap.  i.  1.  And  hence  fur¬ 
ther  it  is  applied,  as  in  this  place,  though 
with  severity,  yet  to  those  who  were 
near  the  truth,  and  who,  though  in 
sin,  would  at  length  come  to  it  or  not, 
according  as  the  state  of  their  hearts 
was.  He  is  here  anticipating  the  re¬ 
turn  into  the  Church  of  those  whom  he 


128  More  Creeds  in  prospect  till  they  submit  to  the  Xicene. 

Counc.  the  truth,  until  they  return  to  themselves  and  say,  “  Let  us 
*AN  rise  and  go  to  our  fathers,  and  say  unto  them,  We  anathe- 
Si-.i  fd.  matize  the  Arian  heresy,  and  we  acknowledge  the  Xicene 
Council h:”  for  against  this  is  their  quarrel.  Who  then,  with 
ever  so  little  understanding,  will  bear  them  any  longer  ?  who, 
on  hearing  in  every  Council  some  things  taken  away  and 
others  added,  but  comprehends  their  treachery  and  secret 
depravity  against  Christ  ?  who  on  seeing  them  embodying  to 
so  great  a  length  both  their  profession  of  faith,  and  their  own 
exculpation,  but  sees  that  they  are  giving  sentence  against 

1  p.  c,  themselves1,  and  studiously  writing  much  which  may  be 
r.°tc  o.  2'j.gjy  by  an  officious  display  and  an  abundance  of  words 

to  seduce  the  simple  and  hide  what  they  are  in  point  of 
heresy  ?  But  as  the  heathen,  as  the  Lord  said,  using  vain 
words  in  their  prayers,  are  nothing  profited;  so  they  too,  after 
all  their  words  were  spent,  were  not  able  to  extinguish  the 
judgment  pronounced  against  the  Arian  heresy,  but  were 
convicted  and  deposed  instead ;  and  rightly ;  for  which  of 
their  formularies  is  to  be  accepted  by  the  hearer?  or 
with  what  confidence  shall  they  be  catechists  to  those  who 
come  to  them?  for  if  they  all  have  one  and  the  same  mean- 

2  p-  no,  ing,  what  is  the  need  of  many  2  ?  But  if  need  has  arisen  of  so 
n°  e  q’  many,  it  follows  that  each  by  itself  is  deficient,  not  complete ; 

and  they  establish  this  point  better  than  we  can,  by  their  in- 

3  p-  81,  novating  on  them  all  and  re-making  them3.  And  the  number 
note*  t.  ^eir  Councils,  and  the  difference  of  their  statements  is  a 

proof  that  those  who  were  present  at  them,  while  at  variance 
with  the  Xicene,  are  yet  too  feeble  to  harm  the  Truth. 


thus  censures.  In  this  sense,  though 
with  far  more  severity  in  what  he  says, 
the  writer  of  a  Tract,  imputed  to 
Athan.  against  the  Catholicising  Semi- 
arians  of  363,  entitles  it  “  on  the  hypo¬ 
crisy  of  Meletius  and  Eusebius  of  Sa- 
mosata.”  It  is  remarkable  that  what 
Athan.  here  predicts  was  fulfilled  to  the 
letter,  even  of  the  worst  of  these  “  hy¬ 
pocrites.”  For  Acacius  himself,  who 
in  361  signed  the  Anomcean  Confession 
above  recorded,  was  rne  of  those  very 
men  who  accepted  the  Homoiision  with 
an  explanation  in  363. 

h  Considering  that  Athanasius  had 
now  been  for  several  years  among  the 


monasteries  of  the  deserts,  in  close  con¬ 
cealment.  (unless  we  suppose  he  really 
had  issued  thence  and  was  present  at 
Seleucia,)  this  is  a  remarkable  instance 
of  accurate  knowledge  of  the  state  of 
feeling  in  the  heretical  party,  and  of 
foresight.  From  his  apparent  want  of 
knowledge  of  the  Anomceans,  and  bis 
unhesitatingly  classing  them  with  the 
Arians,  it  would  seem  in  a  great 
measure  to  arise  from  intimate  com¬ 
prehension  of  the  doctrine  itself  in  dis- 
pvte  and  of  its  bearings.  There  had 
been  at  that  time  no  parallel  of  a  great 
aberration  and  its  issue. 


CHAP.  III. 

ON  THF.  SYMBOLS  “  OF  THE  SUBSTANCE”  AND  “  ONE  IN 

SUBSTANCE.” 

We  must  look  at  the  sense  not  the  wording.  The  offence  excited  is  at  the 
sense;  meaning  of  the  Symbols;  the  question  of  their  not  being  in 
Scripture.  Those  who  hesitate  only  at  the  latter  of  the  two,  not  to  he 
considered  Arians.  Reasons  why  “  one  in  substance”  better  than  “  like 
in  substance,”  yet  the  latter  maybe  interpreted  in  a  good  sense.  Explana¬ 
tion  of  the  rejection  of  “  one  in  substance”  by  the  Council  which 
condemned  Samosatene;  use  of  the  word  by  Dionysius  of  Alexandria; 
parallel  variation  in  the  use  of  Ingenerate;  quotation  from  Ignatius  and 
another;  reasons  for  using  “one  in  substance;”  objections  to  it; 
examination  of  the  word  itself;  further  documents  of  the  Council  of 
Ariminum. 

1.  But  since  they  are  thus  minded  both  towards  each  other  Chap. 
and  towards  those  who  preceded  them,  proceed  we  to  ascer-  -r — 
tain  from  them  what  extravagance  they  have  seen,  or  what  -  ‘  ° 
they  complain  of  in  the  received  phrases,  that  they  should  thus 
disobey  their  fathers,  and  contend  against  an  Ecumenical 
Council a  ?  “  The  phrases  ‘  of  the  substance’  and  ‘  one  in 
substance,’  ”  say  they,  “  do  not  please  us,  for  they  are  an 
offence  to  some  and  a  trouble  to  manyb.”  This  then  is  what 


a  The  subject  before  us,  naturally 
rises  out  of  what  has  gone  before. 
Athan.  has  traced  out  the  course  of 
Arianism  to  what  seemed  to  be  its 
result,  the  resolution  of  it  into  a  bet¬ 
ter  element  or  a  worse,— the  precipita¬ 
tion  of  what  was  really  unbelieving  in 
it  in  the  Anomoean  form,  and  the 
gradual  purification  of  that  Semi-arian- 
ism  which  prevailed  in  the  Eastern 
Sees.  vid.  p.  103,  note  t.  The  Ano- 
mtean  creed  was  hopeless ;  but  with  the 
Semi-arians  all  that  remained  was  the 
adjustment  of  phrases.  They  had  to 
reconcile  their  minds  to  terms  which 
the  Church  had  taken  from  philosophy 
and  adopted  as  her  own.  Accordingly, 
Athan.  goes  on  to  propose  such  expla¬ 


nations  as  might  clear  the  way  for  a 
re-union  of  Christendom.  The  remainder 
of  his  work  then  is  devoted  to  the  consi¬ 
deration  of  the  “  one  in  substance,”  (as 
contrasted  with  “like  in  substance,”) 
which  had  confessedly  great  difficulties 
in  it.  vid.  p.  147,  note  u. 

t>  This  is  only  stating  what  the 
above  Confessions  have  said  again  and 
again.  The  objections  made  to  it  were, 
1.  that  it  was  not  in  Scripture ;  2.  that 
it  had  been  disowned  by  the  Antio¬ 
chene  Council  against  Paul  of  Samo- 
sata ;  3.  that  it  was  of  a  material 
nature,  and  belonged  to  the  Mani- 
chees;  4.  that  it  was  of  a  Sabellian 
tendency  ;  5.  that  it  implied  that  the 
divine  substance  was  distinct  from  God. 


K 


1 30  They  who  held  the  doctrine,  woidd  admit  the  terms  ofNiccea. 

CouNc.they  allege  in  their  writings;  but  one  may  reasonably 
AND  '  answer  them  thus:  If  the  very  words  were  by  themselves  a 
Seleu-  cause  of  offence  to  them,  it  must  have  followed,  not  that 
some  only  should  have  offended,  and  many  troubled,  but  that 
we  also  and  all  the  rest  should  have  been  affected  by  them  in 
the  same  way ;  but  if  on  the  contrary  all  men  are  well  con¬ 
tent  with  the  words,  and  they  who  wrote  them  were  no 
ordinary  persons  but  men  who  came  together  from  the  whole 
world,  and  to  these  testify  in  addition  the  400  Bishops  and 
more  who  have  now  met  at  Ariminum,  does  not  this  plainly 
prove  against  those  who  accuse  the  Council,  that  the  terms 
are  not  in  fault,  but  the  perverseness  of  those  who  misinter¬ 
pret  them  ?  How  many  men  read  divine  Scripture  wrongly, 
and  as  thus  conceiving  it,  find  fault  with  the  Saints  ?  such 
were  the  Jews  formerly,  who  rejected  the  Lord,  and  the 
^vid.  Manichees  at  present  who  blaspheme  the  Law  1 ;  yet  are  not 
8.  iv.'23.  the  Scriptures  the  cause  to  them,  but  their  own  evil  humours. 
If  then  ye  can  shew  the  terms  to  be  actually  unsound,  do  so 
and  let  the  proof  proceed,  and  drop  the  pretence  of  offence 
created,  lest  you  come  into  the  condition  of  the  Pharisees 
formerly,  when,  on  pretending  offence  at  the  Lord’s  teaching, 
Mat.15,  jje  said,  Every  plant,  which  My  heavenly  Father  hath  not 
planted,  shall  he  rooted  up.  By  which  He  shewed  that  not 
the  words  of  the  Father  planted  by  Him  were  really  an 
offence  to  them,  but  that  they  misinterpreted  good  words 
and  offended  themselves.  And  in  like  manner  they  who  at 
that  time  blamed  the  Epistles  of  the  Apostle,  impeached, 
not  Paul,  but  their  own  deficient  learning  and  distorted 
minds. 

§•  34.  2.  For  answer  what  is  much  to  the  purpose,  Who  are  they 

whom  you  pretend  are  offended  and  troubled  at  these  terms? 
of  those  who  are  religious  towards  Christ  not  one;  on  the 
contrary  they  defend  and  maintain  them.  But  if  they  are 
Arians  who  thus  feel,  what  wonder  they  should  be  distressed 
at  words  which  destroy  their  heresy  ?  for  it  is  not  the  terms 
which  offend  them,  but  the  proscription  of  their  irreligion 
2  P-  32>  which  afflicts  them Therefore  let  us  have  no  more 

ref.  l . 

p.  36,  murmuring  against  the  Fathers,  nor  pretence  of  this  kind; 
p6fj 38  or  nextr  5'0U  will  be  making  complaints  of  the  Lord’s  Cross, 

ref.  4.  e  vid.  Orat.  i.  §.  16.  iv.  §.  10.  Serap.  ii.  1.  xa'^ct.  de  Deer.  §.  16.  init. 


“  Of  God,"  if  more  than  words,  means11  of  His  Substance."  131 


that  it  is  to  Jews  an  offence  and  to  Gentiles  foolishness,  as  Chap. 
said  the  Apostle d.  But  as  the  Cross  is  not  faulty,  for  to  us—111' - 
who  believe  it  is  Christ  the  power  of  God  and  the  wisdom  of  23.  24.  ’ 
God,  though  Jews  rave,  so  neither  are  the  terms  of  the 
Fathers  faulty,  hut  profitable  to  those  who  rightly  read,  and 
subversive  of  all  irreligion,  though  the  Arians  so  often  burst 1 1  p-  29> 
with  rage  as  being  condemned  by  them. 

3.  Since  then  the  pretence  that  persons  are  offended  does  not 
hold,  tell  us  yourselves,  why  is  it  you  are  not  pleased  with 
the  phrase  “  of  the  substance,”  (this  must  first  be  enquired 
about,)  when  you  yourselves  have  written  that  the  Son  is 
generated  from  the  Father  ?  If  when  you  name  the  Father, 
or  use  the  word  “  God,”  you  do  not  signify  substance,  or 
understand  Him  according  to  substance,  who  is  that  He  is, 

but  signify  something  else  about  Him2,  not  to  say  inferior, 2  p.  38, 
then  you  should  not  have  written  that  the  Son  was  from  the  ncue  z‘ 
Father,  but  from  what  is  about  Him  or  in  Him6;  and  so, 
shrinking  from  saying  that  God  is  truly  Father,  and  making 
Him  compound  who  is  simple,  in  a  material  way,  you  will 
be  authors  of  a  new  blasphemy.  And,  with  such  ideas,  do 
you  of  necessity  consider  the  Word  and  the  title  “  Son,”  not 
as  a  substance  but  as  a  name3  only;  and  in  consequence  the3P*  tt, 
views  ye  have  ye  hold  as  far  as  names  only,  and  your  ^4) 
statements  are  not  positive  points  of  faith,  but  negative note  b- 
opiuions. 

4.  But  this  is  more  like  the  crime  of  the  Sadducees,  and  §.  35. 
of  those  among  the  Greeks  who  had  the  name  of  Atheists. 

It  follows  that  you  deny  that  creation  too  is  the  handywork 
of  God  Himself  that  is  ;  at  least,  if  “  Father”  and  “  God”  do 


d  “  The  Apostle”  is  a  common  title 
of  St.  Paul  in  antiquity.  E.  g.  “  By 
partaking  of  the  Son  Himself,  we  are 
said  to  partake  of  God,  and  this  is  that 
which  Peter  has  said,  ‘  that  ye  might 
be  partaker-s.  of  the  divine  nature,’  as 
says  also  the  Apostle,  “  Know  ye  not 
that  ye  are  the  temple  of  God,’  &c.” 
Orat.  i.  §.  16.  “  When  ‘  the  Apostle 

is  mentioned,’  says  S.  Augustine,  if  it 
is  not  specified  which,  Paul  only  is  un¬ 
derstood,  because  he  is  more  celebrated 
from  the  number  of  his  Epistles,  and 
laboured  more  abundantly  than  all  the 
rest.”  ad  Bonifae.  iii.  3.  St.  Peter  is 

K 


called  the  Apostle.  Orat.  i.  47. 

e  Vid.  Orat.  i.  §.  15.  supra,  de  Deer, 
p.  38,  note  z.  Thus  Eusebius  calls  our 
Lord  “  the  light  throughout  the  uni¬ 
verse,  moving  round  the  Father.” 

de  Laud.  Const,  p.  501.  It  was  a 
Platonic  idea,  which  he  gained  from 
Plotinus ;  whom  he  quotes  speaking  of 
his  second  Principle  as  “  radiance 
around,  from  Him  indeed,  but  from  one 
who  remains  what  He  was ;  as  the 
sun’s  bright  light  circling  around  it, 
ever  generated  from  it,  which 
nevertheless  remains.”  Evang.  Prop, 
xi.  17.  vid.  above,  p.  51,  note  h. 

O 
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CouNc.not  signify  the  very  substance  of  Him  that  is,  but  something 
AND  else,  which  you  imagine:  which  is  irreligious,  and  most 
Selep. shocking  even  to  think  of.  But  if,  when  we  hear  it  said,  I 
J'  am  that  I  am,  and  In  the  beyinning  God  created  the  heaven 
Gen.  ],  and  the  earth,  and  Hear,  O  Israel,  the  Lord  our  God  is  one 
Deut.  6,  Lord,  and  Thus  saith  the  Lord  Almighty,  we  understand 
4-  nothing  else  than  the  very  simple,  and  blessed,  and  incom¬ 
prehensible  substance  itself  of  Him  that  is,  (for  though  we 
be  unable  to  master  that  He  is,  yet  hearing  “  Father,”  and 
“God,”  and  “Almighty,”  we  understand  nothing  else  to  be 
1  p.  34,  meant  than  the  veiy  substance  of  Him  that  is  1 ;)  and  if  ye 
too  have  said,  that  the  Son  is  from  God,  it  follows  that  you 
have  said  that  He  is  from  the  “substance”  of  the  Father. 
And  since  the  Scriptures  precede  you  which  say,  that  the 
Lord  is  Son  of  the  Father,  and  the  Father  Himself  precedes 
Mat.  3,  them,  who  says,  This  is  Mg  beloved  Son,  and  a  son  is  no 
other  than  the  offspring  from  his  father,  is  it  not  evident 
that  the  Fathers  have  suitably  said  that  the  Son  is  from  the 
Father’s  substance  ?  considering  that  it  is  all  one  to  say  in  ait 
orthodox  sense  “  from  God,”  and  to  say  “  from  the  substance.” 
For  all  the  creatures,  though  they  be  said  to  be  generated 
from  God,  yet  are  not  from  God  as  the  Son  is ;  for  they  are 
Gen. l,i. not  offsprings  in  then  nature,  but  works.  Thus,  it  is  said,  in 
the  beginning  God,  not  “generated,”  but  made  the  heaven  and 
the  earth,  and  all  that  is  in  them.  And  not,  “  who  generates,” 
Ps.  104,  but  who  maketh  His  angels  spirits,  and  His  ministers  a 

1  Cor.  s  flame  of  fire.  And  though  the  Apostle  has  said,  One  God, 
6-  from  ichom  all  things ,  yet  he  says  not  this,  as  reckoning  the 

Son  with  other  things  ;  but,  whereas  some  of  the  Greeks  con- 

2  de  sider*  that  the  creation  was  held  together  bv  chance,  and  from 

p  the  combination  of  atoms3,  and  spontaneously  from  elements 

ref.  l.  of  similar  structure4,  and  has  no  cause;  and  others  consider 

Epicu  t^at  jt  came  from  a  cause,  but  not  through  the  Word ;  and 


3 

j*US.  luai  it  vuuig  uum  a.  uut  nut  luiou^i 

"Aaaxa- eacp  Leretic  has  imagined  things  at  his  will,  and  tells  his 

goras.  °  °. 

fables  about  the  creation ;  on  this  account  the  Apostle  was 

obliged  to  introduce  from  God,  that  he  might  thereby  certify 

the  Maker,  and  shew  that  the  universe  was  framed  at  His 

will.  And  accordingly  he  straightway  proceeds :  And  one 

i  c°f. 8,  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  through  whom  all  things,  by  way  of 

sp^3 fin. excepting  the  Son  from  that  “all5,”  (for  what  is  called  God’s 
p.  54  fin. 
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work,  is  all  done  through  the  Son ;  and  it  is  not  possible  Chap. 
that  the  things  framed  should  have  one  generation  with  their  - — — 
Framer,)  and  by  way  of  teaching  that  the  phrase  of  God, 
which  occurs  in  the  passage,  has  a  different  sense  in  the 
case  of  the  works,  from  what  it  bears  when  used  of  the 
Son  ;  for  He  is  offspring,  and  they  are  works  :  and  therefore 
He,  the  Son,  is  the  proper  offspring  of  His  substance,  but 
they  are  the  handywork  of  His  will. 

5.  The  Council,  then,  comprehending  this1,  and  aware  of§.  3t». 
the  different  senses  of  the  same  word,  that  none  should  sup- 
pose,  that  the  Son  was  said  to  be  from  God  like  the  creation,  §•  19- 
wrote  with  greater  explicitness,  that  the  Son  was  “from  thep""' 
substance.”  For  this  betokens  the  true  genuineness  of  the  Son 
towards  the  Father;  whereas,  in  its  being  said  simply  “from 
God,”  only  the  Creator’s  will  concerning  the  framing  of  all 

is  signified.  If  then  they  too  had  this  meaning,  when  they 
wrote  that  the  Word  was  “from  the  Father,”  they  had  no¬ 
thing  to  complain  of  in  the  Council 2 ;  but  if  they  meant  “  of2  p.  130, 
God,”  in  the  instance  of  the  Son,  as  it  is  used  of  the  crea- ref’  2' 
tion,  then  as  understanding  it  of  the  creation,  they  should 
not  name  the  Son,  or  they  will  be  manifestly  mingling  blas¬ 
phemy  with  religiousness;  but  either  they  have  to  cease 
reckoning  the  Lord  with  the  creatures,  or  at  least  to  make 
statements  not  unworthy,  and  not  unbecoming  of  the  Son. 

For  if  He  is  a  Son,  He  is  not  a  creature;  but  if  a  creature, 
then  not  a  Son.  Since  these  are  their  views,  perhaps  they 
will  be  denying  the  Holy  Laver  also,  because  it  is  adminis¬ 
tered  into  Father  and  into  Son ;  and  not  into  Creator  and 
Creature,  as  they  account  it. 

6.  “  But,”  they  say,  “  all  this  is  not  written  :  and  we  reject 
these  words  as  unscriptural.”  But  this,  again,  is  an  unblush¬ 
ing  excuse  in  their  mouths.  For  if  they  think  every  thing 
must  be  rejected  which  is  not  written,  wherefore,  when  the 
Arian  party  invent  such  a  heap  of  phrases,  not  from  Scrip¬ 
ture3,  “Out  of  nothing,”  and  “  the  Son  was  not  before  His  gene- 3  p.  31, 
ration,”  and  “Once  He  was  not,”  and  “He  is  alterable,”  I‘ott  1'' 
and  “the  Father  is  ineffable  and  invisible  to  the  Son,”  and 
“the  Son  knows  not  even  His  own  substance;”  and  all  that 
Anus  has  vomited  in  his  light  and  irreligious  Thalia,  why 

do  not  they  speak  against  these,  but  rather  take  their  part ; 
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and  on  that  account  contend  with  their  own  Fathers  ?  And, 
in  what  Scripture  did  they  on  their  part  find  “  Ingenerate,” 
and  the  name  of  “  substance,”  and  “  there  are  three  subsist¬ 
ences,”  and  “  Christ  is  not  very  God,”  and  “  He  is  one  of  the 
hundred  sheep,”  and  “  God’s  Wisdom  is  ingenerate  and  in- 
originate,  but  the  created  powers  are  many,  of  which  Christ  is 
one1  ?”  Or  how,  when  in  the  so-called  Dedication,  the  party  of 
Acacius  and  Eusebius  used  expressions  not  in  Scripture2,  and 
said  that  “  the  First-born  of  the  creation”  was  “  the  unvarying 
Image  of  the  divine  substance,  and  power,  and  will  of  God,” 
do  they  complain  of  the  Fathers,  for  making  mention  of  un- 
scriptural  expressions,  and  especially  of  substance  ?  For  they 
ought  either  to  complain  of  themselves,  or  to  find  no  fault 
with  the  Fathers. 

7.  Now,  if  certain  others  made  excuses  of  the  expressions  of 
the  Council,  it  might  perhaps  have  been  set  down,  either  to 
ignorance  or  to  reverence.  There  is  no  question,  for  instance, 
about  George  of  Cappadocia1,  who  was  expelled  from  Alex¬ 
andria  ;  a  man,  without  character  in  years  past,  nor  a  Chris¬ 
tian  in  any  respect ;  but  only  pretending  to  the  name  to  suit 
the  times,  and  thinking  religion  to  he  a  means  of  gain.  And 
therefore  reason  is  there,  none  should  complain  of  his  making 
mistakes  about  the  faith,  considering  he  knows  neither  what 
he  says,  nor  whereof  he  affirms ;  but,  according  to  the  text, 
goelli  after  all ,  as  a  bird.  But  when  Acacius,  and  Eudoxius, 
and  Patrophilus  say  this,  do  not  they  deserve  the  strongest 
reprobation  ?  for  while  they  write  what  is  unscriptural 


f  George,  whom  Athanasius,  Gregory 
Naz.,  and  Socrates,  call  a  Cappadocian, 
was  born,  according  to  Ammianus,  in 
Epiphania  of  Cilicia,  at  a  fuller’s  mill. 
He  was  appointed  pork-contractor  to 
the  army,  as  mentioned  above,  $.  1‘2. 
and  being  detected  in  defrauding  the 
government,  he  fled  to  Egypt.  Naz. 
Orat.  21.  16.  How  he  became  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  Eusebian  party  does 
not  appear.  Sozomen  tells  us  that  he  re¬ 
commended  himself  to  the  see  of  Alex¬ 
andria,  by  his  zeal  for  Arianism  and  his 
re  Sgarrjje/ey ;  and  Gregory  calls  him  the 
hand  of  the  heresy  as  Aeaciusf?)  was  the 
tongue.  Orat.  21. 21.  He  made  himself 
so  obnoxious  to  the  Alexandrians,  that 
in  the  reign  of  Julian  he  was  torn  to 


pieces  in  a  rising  of  the  heathen  popu¬ 
lace.  He  had  laid  capital  informations 
against  many  persons  of  the  place,  and 
he  tried  to  persuade  Constantius,  that  as 
the  successor  of  Alexander  its  founder 
he  was  proprietor  or tb  soil  and  had  a 
claim  upon  the  houses- built  on  it.  Am- 
iniaD.  xxii.  11.  Epiphanius  tells  us, 
H*r.  76.  1.  that  he  made  a  monopoly  of 
the  nitre  of  Egypt,  fanned  the  heds  of 
papyrus,  and  the  salt  lakes,  and  even 
contrived  a  profit  from  the  undertakers. 
His  atrocious  cruelties  to  the  Catholics 
are  well  known.  Yet  he  seems  to  have 
collected  a  choice  libran  of  philosophers 
aud  poets  and  Christian  writers,  which 
Julian  seized  on  ;  Pithaeus  in  loc.  Am- 
mian.  also  Gibbon,  ch.  23. 
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§.  29. 


themselves,  and  have  accepted  many  times,  the  term  “  sub-  Chap. 

stance”  as  suitable,  especially  on  the  ground  of  the  letter  of - — 

Eusebius1,  they  now  blame  their  predecessors  for  using  terms  ^P*62— 
of  the  same  kind.  Nay,  though  they  say  themselves,  that  the 
Son  is  “God  from  God,”  and  “  Living  Word,”  “  Unvarying 
Image  of  the  Father’s  substance they  accuse  the  Nicene 
Bishops  of  saying,  that  He  who  was  begotten  is  “  of  the  sub¬ 
stance”  of  Him  who  begat  Him,  and  “One  in  substance”  with 
Him.  But  what  marvel  the  conflict  with  their  predecessors  and 
their  own  Fathers,  when  they  are  inconsistent  to  themselves, 
and  fall  foul  of  each  other?  For  after  publishing,  in  the  so- 
called  Dedication  at  Antioch,  that  the  Son  is  unvarying  Image 
of  the  Father’s  substance,  and  swearing  that  so  they  held  and 
anathematizing  those  who  held  otherwise,  nay,  in  Isauria,  writ¬ 
ing  down,  “  We  do  not  decline  the  authentic  faith  published 
in  the  Dedication  at  Antioch2,”  where  the  term  “  sub- 2  »upr. 
stance”  was  introduced,  as  if  forgetting  all  this,  shortly  after,' 
in  the  same  Isauria,  they  put  into  writing  the  very  contrary, 
saying,  We  reject  the  words  “  one  in  substance,”  and  “  like  in 
substance,”  as  alien  to  the  Scriptures,  and  demolish  the  term 
“  substance,”  as  not  contained  therein3.  ^  8; 

8.  Can  we  then  any  more  account  such  men  Christians  ?  or  §.  38. 
what  sort  of  faith  have  they  who  stand  neither  to  word  nor 
writing,  but  alter  and  change  every  thing  according  to  the 
times?  For  if,  O  Acacius  and  Eudoxius,  you  “do  not 
decline  the  faith  published  at  the  Dedication,”  and  in  it  is 
written  that  the  Son  is  “  Unvarying  Image  of  God’s  substance,” 
why  is  it  ye  write  in  Isauria,  “  we  reject  the  Like  in  sub¬ 
stance  ?”  for  if  the  Son  is  not  like  the  Father  according  to 
substance,  how  is  He  “  unvarying  image  of  the  substance?” 

But  if  you  are  dissatisfied  at  having  written  “  Unvarying 
Image  of  the  substance,”  how  is  it  that  ye  “  anathematize 
those  who  say  that  the  Son  is  Unlike  ?”  for  if  He  be  not  ac¬ 
cording  to  substance  like,  He  is  altogether  unlike :  and  the 
Unlike  cannot  be  an  Image.  And  if  so,  then  it  does  not 
hold  that  he  that  hath  seen  the  Son,  hath  seen  the  Father ,  Johnl4, 
there  being  then  the  greatest  difference  possible  between 
Them,  or  rather  the  One  being  wholly  Unlike  the  Other.  And 
Unlike  cannot  possibly  be  called  Like.  By  what  artifice  then 
do  ye  call  Unlike  like,  and  consider  Like  to  be  unlike,  aud  so 
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Counc.  pretend  to  say  that  the  Son  is  the  Father’s  linage  r  lor  if  the  Son 
and  be  not  like  the  Father  in  substance,  something  is  wanting  to 
Seleu-  the  linage,  and  it  is  not  a  complete  Image,  nor  a  perfect  radi- 
Coloss.  anceg.  I  low  then  read  ye,  In  Him  dwelleili  all  the  fulness  of  the 
Join!  1  Godhead  bodily?  and  from  His  fulness  hare  alt  we  received '? 
16.  how  is  it  that  ye  expel  the  Arian  Aelius  as  an  heretic,  though 
ye  say  the  same  with  him  ?  for  thy  companion  is  he,  O 
Acacius,  and  he  became  Eudoxius’s  master  in  this  so  great 
irreligionh;  which  was  the  reason  why  Leontius  the  Bishop 
made  him  deacon,  that  using  the  name  of  the  diaconate  as 
a  sheep’s  clothing,  he  might  be  able  with  impunity  to  pour 
39.  fortli  the  words  of  blasphemy.  What  then  has  persuaded  you 
1  p-  81,  to  contradict  each  other  l,  and  to  procure  to  yourselves  so 
DOte  t-  great  a  disgrace  ?  You  cannot  give  any  good  account  of  it ; 
this  supposition  only  remains,  that  all  you  do  is  but  outward 
profession  and  pretence,  to  secure  the  countenance  of  Con- 
slantius  and  the  gain  from  thence  accruing.  And  ye  make 
nothing  of  accusing  the  Fathers,  and  ye  complain  outright  of 
the  expressions  as  being  unscriptural ;  and,  as  it  is  written, 
Ez.  16,  have  opened  thy  feet  to  everyone  that  passed  by;  so  as  to 
change  as  often  as  they  wish,  in  whose  pay  and  keep  you 
are. 

9.  Yet,  though  a  man  use  terms  not  in  Scripture,  it  makes  no 
difference,  so  that  his  meaning  be  religious  \  But  the  heretic, 


5  Athan.  here  says,  that  when  they 
spoke  of  “  like,”  they  could  not  con¬ 
sistently  mean  any  thing  short  of  “like¬ 
ness  of  substance,”  for  this  is  the  only 
true  likeness ;  and  that,  while  they  used 
Ihe  words  avaoiy.Xax.ro;  ttxut,  unvary¬ 
ing  image,  to  exclude  all  essential  like¬ 
ness,  was  to  suppose  instead  an  image 
varying  utterly  from  its  original.  It 
must  not  be  supposed  from  this  that  he 
approves  the  phrase  ofxoms  ouaian  or 
l/xoiovo-io; ,  in  this  Treatise,  for  infr.  §. 
53.  he  rejects  it  on  the  ground  that 
when  we  speak  of  “  like,”  we  imply 
qualities,  not  substance.  According  to 
him  then  the  phrase  “  unvarying  image” 
was,  strictly  speaking,  self-contra¬ 
dictory,  for  every  image  varies  from 
the  original  because  it  is  an  image. 
Yet  he  himself  frequently  uses  it,  as 
other  Fathers,  and  Orat.  i.  §.  26.  uses 
o/xotos  Trii  aortas-  And  all  human  terms 
are  imperfect;  and  “image”  itself  is 
used  in  Scripture. 


*>  Aetius  was  the  first  to  carry  out 
Arianism  in  its  pure  Anoincean  form, 
as  Eunomius  was  its  principal  apologist. 
He  was  horn  in  humble  life,  and  was  at 
first  a  practitioner  in  medicine.  After 
a  time  he  became  a  pupil  of  the  Arian 
Paulinus  ;  then  the  guest  of  Athanasius 
of  Nazarbi ;  then  the  pupil  of  LeoDtius 
of  Antioch,  who  ordained  him  deacon, 
and  afterwards  deposed  him.  This  was 
in  350.  In  351  he  seems  to  have  held 
a  dispute  with  Basil  of  Ancyra,  at  Sir- 
mium  ;  in  the  beginning  of  360  he  was 
formally  condemned  in  the  Council  of 
Constantinople,  which  confirmed  the 
Creed  of  Ariminum,  and  just  before 
Eudoxius  had  been  obliged  to  anathe¬ 
matize  his  confession  of  faith  This 
was  at  the  very  time  Athan.  wrote  the 
present  work. 

*  vid.p.31,  notep.  And  so  S.  Gregory 
in  a  well-known  passage  ;  “  Why  art 
thou  such  a  slave  to  the  letter,  and 
takest  up  with  Jewish  wisdom,  and 
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Scripture  uses  terms  not  in  Scripture. 

though  he  use  scriptural  terms,  yet,  as  being  equally  clan-  Chap. 
gerous  and  depraved,  shall  be  asked  in  the  words  of  the  -HL._ 
Spirit,  Why  dost  thou  preach  My  laws,  and  takest.  My  core-  Ps.50, 
nant  in  thy  mouth  ?  Thus  whereas  the  devil,  though  speaking  l0’ 
from  the  Scriptures,  is  silenced  by  the  Saviour,  the  blessed  Paul, 
though  he  speaks  from  profane  writers,  The  Cretans  are  always  Tit.  i ,  2. 
liars,  and,  For  we  are  His  offspring,  and  Evil  communications  ^8cts  1/> 
corrupt  good  manners,  yet  has  a  religious  meaning,  as  being  1  Cor. 
holy, — is  doctor  of  the  nations,  in  faith  and  verity,  as  having 
the  mind  of  Christ,  and  what  he  speaks,  he  utters  reli-2,  7. 
giously.  What  then  is  there  even  plausible,  in  the  Arian  2,  m. 
terms,  in  which  the  caterpillar  and  the  locust 1  are  preferred  to  Joel  2, 
the  Saviour,  and  He  is  reviled  with  “  Once  Thou  wast  not,”  lg 
and  “  Thou  wast  created,”  and  “  Thou  art  foreign  to  God  p- 101. 
in  substance,”  and,  in  a  word,  no  insult  is  spared  against 
Him  ?  On  the  other  hand,  what  good  word  have  our  Fathers 
omitted?  yea  rather,  have  they  not  a  lofty  view  and  a  Christ- 
loving  religiousness  ?  And  yet  these  men  have  written,  “  We 
reject  the  words;”  while  those  others  they  endure  in  their  insults 
towards  the  Lord,  and  betray  to  all  men,  that  for  no  other  cause 
do  they  resist  that  great  Council  but  that  it  condemned  the 
Arian  heresy.  For  it  is  on  this  account  again  that  they  speak 
against  the  term  One  in  substance,  about  which  they  also  en¬ 
tertain  wrong  sentiments.  For  if  their  faith  was  orthodox,  and 
they  confessed  the  Father  as  truly  Father,  believed  the  Son  to 
be  genuine  Son,  and  by  nature  true  Word  and  Wisdom  of  the 
Father,  and  as  to  saying  that  the  Son  is  from  God,  if  they  did 
not  use  the  words  of  Him  as  of  themselves,  but  understood 
Him  to  be  the  proper  offspring  of  the  Father’s  substance,  as 
the  radiance  is  from  light,  they  would  not  every  one  of  them 
have  found  fault  with  the  Fathers;  but  would  have  been  con¬ 
fident  that  the  Council  wrote  suitably ;  and  that  this  is  the 
orthodox  faith  concerning  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

10.  “  But,”  say  they,  u  the  sense  of  such  expressions  is  ob-  §.  40. 


pursuest  syllables  to  the  loss  of  things  P 
For  if  thou  wert  to  say,  ‘  twice  five,’  or 
‘  twice  seven,’  and  I  concluded  ‘  ten’ 
or  ‘  fourteen’  from  your  words,  or  from 
‘  a  reasonable  mortal  animal’  I  concluded 
1  man,’  should  I  seem  to  you  absurd  ? 
how  so,  if  I  did  but  give  your  meaning  ? 


for  words  belong  as  much  to  him  who  de¬ 
mands  them  as  to  him  who  utters.’’  Orat. 
31.  24.  vid.  also  Hil.  contr.  Constant. 
1G.  August.  Ep.  238.  n.  4 — 6.  Cyril. 
Dial,  i.p.391.  Petavius  refers  to  other 
passages,  de  Trin.  iv.  5.  §.  6. 


138  Pretence  that  the  Nicene  Syi/ibols  are  obscure. 

CocjNc.scure  to  us;”  for  this  is  another  of  their  pretences, — “  We 
and  reject  them1,”  say  they,  “  because  we  cannot  master  their 
Seleu. meaning.”  But  if  they  were  true  in  this  profession,  instead 
8'  of  saying,  “  We  reject  them,”  they  should  ask  instruction 
from  the  well  informed;  else  ought  they  to  reject  whatever 
they  cannot  understand  in  divine  Scripture,  and  to  find  fault 
with  the  writers.  But  this  were  the  crime  of  heretics  rather 
than  of  us  Christians  ;  for  what  we  do  not  understand  in  the 
sacred  oracles,  instead  of  rejecting,  we  seek  from  persons  to 
whom  the  Lord  has  revealed  it,  and  from  them  we  ask  for  in¬ 
struction.  But  since  they  thus  make  a  pretence  of  the 
obscurity  of  such  expressions,  let  them  at  least  confess  what 
IP-31>  is  annexed  to  the  Creed,  and  anathematize  those  who  hold2 
"  L  p’  that  “  the  Son  is  from  nothing,”  and  “  He  was  not  before 
His  generation,”  and  “  the  Word  of  God  is  a  creature  and 
work,”  and  “  He  is  alterable  by  nature,”  and  “  from  another 
subsistence ;”  and  in  a  word  let  them  anathematize  the 
3p.  i08,Arian  heresy,  which  has  originated  such  irreligion’.  Nor  let 

note  T  . 

them  say  any  more,  “  We  reject  the  terms,”  but  that  “  we 
do  not  yet  understand  them ;”  by  way  of  having  some 
reason  to  shew  for  declining  them.  But  well  know  I,  and 
am  sure,  and  they  know  it  too,  that  if  they  could  confess  all 
this  and  anathematize  the  Arian  heresy,  they  would  no 
1  p.  5,  longer  deny  those  terms  of  the  Council4.  For  on  this  account 
note  l.  ^  was  t]iat  Fathers,  after  declaring  that  the  Son  was 
begotten  from  the  Father’s  substance,  and  One  in  substance 
with  Him,  thereupon  added,  “  But  those  who  say,”  (what  has 
just  been  quoted,  the  symbols  of  the  Arian  heresy,)  “  we 
anathematize  ;”  I  mean,  in  order  to  shew  that  the  statements 
are  parallel,  and  that  the  terms  in  the  Creed  imply  the  dis¬ 
claimers  subjoined,  and  that  all  who  confess  the  terms,  will 
certainly  understand  the  disclaimers.  But  those  who  both 
dissent  from  the  latter  and  impugn  the  former,  such  men  are 
proved  on  every  side  to  be  foes  of  Christ. 

41.  11.  Those  who  deny  the  Council  altogether,  are  sufficiently 

exposed  by  these  brief  remarks ;  those,  however,  who  accept 
every  thing  else  that  was  defined  at  Nicaea,  and  quarrel  only 
about  the  One  in  substance,  must  not  be  received  as  enemies; 
nor  do  we  here  attack  them  as  Ario-maniacs,  nor  as  oppo¬ 
nents  of  the  Fathers,  but  we  discuss  the  matter  with  them  as 


Semi- Arians  not  to  be  regarded  as  Arlans.  1^9 

brothers  with  brothers1,  who  mean  what  we  mean,  and  dispute  Chap. 
only  about  the  word.  For,  confessing  that  the  Son  is  from  — II-  . 
the  substance  of  the  Father,  and  not  from  other  subsistence  2,  p.  ui, 
and  that  He  is  not  creature  nor  work,  but  His  genuine  andje£o0^ 
natural  offspring,  and  that  He  is  eternally  with  the  Father  asp.  66. 
being  His  Word  and  Wisdom,  they  are  not  far  from  ac¬ 
cepting  even  the  phrase  “  One  in  substance of  whom  is  Basil 
of  Ancyra,  in  what  he  has  written  concerning  the  faith k.  For 
only  to  say  “  like  according  to  substance,”  is  veiy  far  from 
signifying  “  of  the  substance3,”  by  which,  rather,  as  they  say 3  p-  64, 
themselves,  the  genuineness  of  the  Son  to  the  Father  is 
signified.  Thus  tin  is  only  like  to  silver,  a  wolf  to  a  dog, and  gilt 
brass  to  the  true  metal ;  but  tin  is  not  from  silver,  nor  could 
a  wolf  be  accounted  the  offspring  of  a  dog1.  But  since  they 
say  that  He  is  “  of  the  substance”  and  “  Like  in  sub¬ 
stance,”  what  do  they  signify  by  these  but  “  One  in  sub¬ 
stance  m  ?”  For,  while  to  say  only  “  Like  in  substance,” 
does  not  necessarily  convey  “  of  the  substance,”  on  the 
contrary,  to  say  “  One  in  substance,”  is  to  signify  the 
meaning  of  both  terms,  “  Like  in  substance,”  and  “  of  the 
substance.”  And  accordingly  they  themselves  in  contro¬ 
versy  with  those  who  say  that  the  Word  is  a  creature, 
instead  of  allowing  Him  to  be  genuine  Son,  have  taken  their 
proofs  against  them  from  human  illustrations  of  son  and 
father",  with  this  exception  that  God  is  not  as  man,  nor  the 


k  Basil,  who  wrote  against  Marcel- 
lus,  and  was  placed  by  the  Arians  in  his 
see,  has  little  mention  in  history  till  the 
date  of  the  Council  of  Sardica,  which 
deposed  him.  Constantius,  however, 
stood  his  friend,  till  the  beginning  of 
the  year  360,  when  Acacius  supplanted 
him  in  the  Imperial  favour,  and  he  was 
banished  into  Illyricum.  This  was  a 
month  or  two  later  than  the  date  at 
which  A  than,  wrote  his  first  draught 
or  edition  of  this  work.  He  was  con¬ 
demned  upon  charges  of  tyranny,  and 
the  like,  but  Theodoret  speaks  highly 
of  his  correctness  of  life  and  Sozomen 
of  bis  learning  and  eloquence,  vid. 
Theod.  Hist.  ii.  20.  Soz.  ii.  33.  A 
very  little  conscientiousness,  or  even 
decency  of  manners,  would  put  a  man  in 
strong  relief  with  the  great  Arian  party 
which  surrounded  the  Court,  and  a  very 
great  deal  would  Dot  have  been  enough 
to  secure  him  against  their  unscrupu¬ 


lous  slanders. 

i  So  also deDecr.§.23.p.40.  Hyp.  Mel. 
etEuseb.Hil.de  Syn.89.vid.p.35,  note  u. 
p.  64,  note  i.  The  illustration  runs  into 
this  position,  “Things  that  are  like,  can¬ 
not  be  the  same.”  vid.  p.  136,  note  g.  On 
the  other  hand,  Athan.  himself  contends 
for  the  to-vtov  rr  IfjLfiiu r>eu,  “  the  same 
in  likeness/'  de  beer.  ».  20.  p.  35.  vid. 
infr.  Dote  r. 

m  vid.  Socr.  iii.  25.  p.  204.  a.  b.  Una 
substantia  religiose  prredicabitur  quae  ex 
nativilatis  proprietate  et  ex  natur®  simi- 
litudine  ita  indifferens  sit,  ut  una  dica- 
tur.  Hil.  de  Syn.  6". 

m  Here  at  iast  Athan.  alludes  to  the 
Ancyrene  Synodal  Letter,  vid.  Epiph. 
H®r.  73.  5  and  7.  about  which  he  has 
kept  a  pointed  silence  above,  when  trac¬ 
ing  the  course  of  the  Arian  confessions. 
That  is,  he  treats  the  Semi-arians  as 
tenderly  as  S.  Hilary,  as  soon  as  they 
break  company  with  the  Arians.  The 
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The  Son  of  God  not  tike  a  human  offspring. 


Counc.  generation  of  the  Son  as  offspring  of  man,  but  as  one  which  may 
A\nu  ascribed  to  God,  and  it  becomes  us  to  think.  Thus  they 
SELEu.have  called  the  Father  the  Fount  of  Wisdom  and  Life,  and  the 
Son  the  Radiance  of  the  Eternal  Light,  and  the  Offspring  from 
Prov.  8,  the  Fountain,  as  lie  says,  I  am  the  Life,  and  I  Wisdom 
John  14,  dwell  with  Prudence.  But  the  Radiance  from  the  Light,  and 
6-  Offspring  from  Fountain,  and  Son  from  Father,  how  can  these 
be  so  suitably  expressed  as  by  “  One  in  substance  ?” 

12.  And  is  there  any  cause  of  fear,  lest,  because  the  offspring 
from  men  are  one  in  substance,  the  Son,  by  being  called  One 
in  substance,  be  Himself  considered  as  a  human  offspring 
too?  perish  the  thought !  not  so  ;  but  the  explanation  is  easy. 
For  the  Son  is  the  Father’s  Word  and  Wisdom;  whence  we 
'  leam  the  impassibility  and  indivisibility1  of  such  a  generation 
from  the  Father".  For  not  even  man’s  word  is  part  of  Him, 
nor  proceeds  from  Him  according  to  passion2;  much  less 
§.  10.  God’s  Word;  whom  the  Father  has  declared  to  be  His  own 
P- 1/-  Son,  lest,  on  the  other  haud,  if  we  merely  heard  of  “  Word,” 


Ancyrene  Council  of  338  was  a  protest 
against  the  “  blasphemia”  or  second 
Simian  Confession,  which  Hosius 
signed. 

c  It  is  usual  with  the  Fathers  to  use 
the  two  terms  “  Son"  and  “  Word’’  to 
guard  and  complete  the  ordinary  sense 
of  each  other.  Their  doctrine  is  that 
our  Lord  is  both,  in  a  certain  transcend¬ 
ent,  prototypical,  and  singular  sense ; 
that  in  that  high  sense  that  are  coinci¬ 
dent  with  one  another ;  that  they  are  ap¬ 
plied  to  human  things  by  an  accommoda¬ 
tion,  as  far  as  these  are  shadows  of  Him 
to  whom  properly  they  really  belong ; 
that  being  but  partially  realized  on  earth , 
the  ideas  gained  from  the  earthly  types 
are  but  imperfect ;  that  in  consequence 
if  any  one  of  them  is  used  exclusively  of 
Him,  it  tends  to  introduce  wrong  ideas 
respecting  Him  ;  but  that  their  re¬ 
spective  imperfections  lying  on  different 
sides,  when  used  together  they  correct 
each  other,  vid.p.  18,  note  o.  and  p.  43, 
note  d.  The  term  Son,  used  by  it¬ 
self,  was  abused  into  Arianism  ;  and 
the  tern  Word  into  Sabellianism ;  again 
the  term  Son  might  be  accused  of  in¬ 
tro  luring  material  notions,  and  the  term 
Word  of  imperfection  and  transitori¬ 
ness.  Each  of  them  corrected  the  other. 
“  Scripture,  ”  says  Atban.  “joining 
the  two,  has  said  ‘  Son,’  that  the  natural 
and  true  offspring  of  the  substance  may¬ 


be  preached  ;  but  that  no  one  may  un¬ 
derstand  a  human  offspring,  signifying 
His  substance  a  second  time,  it  calls 
Him  Word,  and  Wisdom,  and  Ra¬ 
diance.”  Orat.  i.  §.  28.  vid.  p.  20  note  t. 
vid.  also  iv.  §.  8.  Euseb.  contr.  Marc, 
ii.  4.  p.  54.  Isid.  Pel.  Ep.  iv.  141. 
So  S.  Cyril  says  that  we  learn  “  from 
His  being  called  Son  that  He  is  from 
Him.  to  s-  airou;  from  His  being  called 
Wisdom  and  Word,  that  He  is  in  Him,’’ 
to  iv  aura.  Thesaur.  iv.  p.  31.  How¬ 
ever,  S.  Athanasius  observes,  that  pro¬ 
perly  speaking  the  one  term  implies  the 
other,  i.  e.  in  its  fulness.  “  Since  the 
Son’s  being  is  from  the  Father,  there¬ 
fore  He  is  in  the  Father.”  Orat.  iii. 
§.  3.  “  If  not  Son,  not  Wo-d  either  ; 

and  if  not  Word,  not  Son.  For  what  is 
from  the  Father  is  Son;  and  what  is 
from  the  Father,  but  the  Word,  &c.’’ 
Orat.  iv.  §.  24.  fin.  On  the  other  hand 
the  heretics  accused  Catholics  of  in¬ 
consistency,  or  of  a  union  of  opposite 
errors,  because  they  accepted  all  the 
Scripture  images  together.  But  Vi- 
gilius  of  Thapsus  says,  that  “  error 
bears  testimony  to  trutb,  and  the  dis¬ 
cordant  opinions  of  misbelievers  blend 
in  concordance  in  the  rule  of  ortho¬ 
doxy.”  contr.  Eutych.  ii.  init.  Grande 
miraculum,  ut  expugnatione  sui  veritas 
confirmetur.  ibid.  eirc.  init.  vid.  also  i. 
init.  and  Eulogius,  ap.  Phot.  225.  p.  759. 


Inconsistent  to  admit  “of  the"  not  “ one  in  Substance."  141 


1  CCVU7T0- 

errarov 


we  should  suppose  Him,  such  as  is  the  word  of  man,  unsub-  Chap. 

sistent1;  but  that,  hearing  that  He  is  Son,  we  may  acknow-  IIT‘ 

ledge  Him  to  be  a  living  Word  and  a  substantive2  Wisdom. 

Accordingly,  as  in  saying  “offspring,”  we  have  no  human i’t,evr,n 

thoughts,  and,  though  we  know  God  to  be  a  Father,  we”' 

entertain  no  material  ideas  concerning  Him,  but  while  we 

listen  to  these  illustrations  and  terms3,  we  think  suitably  of3p-i53, 

God,  for  He  is  not  as  man,  so  in  like  manner,  when  we  hear 

of  “one  in  substance,”  we  ought  to  transcend  all  sense,  and, 

according  to  the  Proverb,  understand  by  the  understanding  Prov. 

u  ^  23  1 

that  is  set  before  us;  so  as  to  know,  that  not  by  will,  but  in  ’ 

truth,  is  He  genuine  from  the  Father,  as  Life  from  Fountain, 
and  Radiance  from  Light.  Else4  why  should  we  understand4  vid. 

“  offspring”  and  “  son,”  in  no  corporeal  way,  while  we  conceive  H®r.h 
of  “  one  in  substance”  as  after  the  manner  of  bodies  ?  espe-  ^3-  3- 
cially  since  these  terms  are  not  here  used  about  different 
subjects,  but  of  whom  “  offspring”  is  predicated,  of  Him  is 
“  one  in  substance”  also.  And  it  is  but  consistent  to  attach 
the  same  sense  to  both  expressions  as  applied  to  the  Saviour, 
and  not  to  interpret  “  offspring,”  as  is  fitting,  and  “  one  in 
substance”  otherwise  ;  since  to  be  consistent,  ye  who  are  thus 
minded  and  who  say  that  the  Son  is  Word  and  Wisdom  of 
the  Father,  should  entertain  a  different  view  of  these  terms 
also,  and  understand  in  separate  senses  Word,  and  in  dis¬ 
tinct  senses  Wisdom.  But,  as  this  would  be  extravagant, 

(for  the  Son  is  the  Father’s  Word  and  Wisdom,  and  the 
Offspring  from  the  Father  is  one  and  proper  to  His  substance,) 
so  the  sense  of  “  offspring”  and  “  one  in  substance”  is  one, 
and  whoso  considers  the  Son  an  offspring,  rightly  considers 
Him  also  as  “  one  in  substance.” 

13.  This  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  phrase  of  “one  in  §.  43. 
substance”  is  not  foreign  nor  far  from  the  meaning  of  these 
much  loved  persons5.  But  since,  as  they  allege6,  (for  1  have5  p- i»7, 
not  the  Epistle  in  question,)  the  Bishops  who  condemned 
Samosatene0  have  laid  down  in  writing  that  the  Son  is  not  Hilar, 
one  in  substance  with  the  Father,  and  so  it  comes  to  pass  that  8 1  init. 


Epiph. 

Ha;r.73. 

°  There  were  three  Councils  held  text,  which  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  12. 
against  Paul  of  Samosata,  of  the  dates  Pagi,  S.  Basnage,  and  Tillemont, 
of  264,  269,  and  an  intermediate  Pearson  fixes  at  265  or  266. 
year.  The  third  is  spoken  of  in  the 


142  Dionysius  used  “  One  in  Substance if  not  Antiochenes. 

Counc.  they,  for  reverence  and  honour  towards  the  aforesaid,  thus  feel 
a™d'  ab°ut  that  expression,  it  will  be  to  the  purpose  reverently  to 
Sf.leu.  argue  with  them  this  point  also.  Certainly  it  is  unbecoming  to 
make  the  one  company  conflict  with  the  other ;  for  all  are 
fathers ;  nor  is  it  religious  to  settle,  that  these  have  spoken 
well,  and  those  ill ;  for  all  of  them  have  gone  to  sleep  in 
Christ.  Nor  is  it  right  to  be  disputatious,  and  to  compare 
the  respective  numbers  of  those  who  met  in  the  Councils,  or 
the  three  hundred  may  seem  to  throw  the  lesser  into  the 
shade ;  nor  to  compare  the  dates,  lest  those  who  preceded 
seem  to  eclipse  those  that  came  after.  For  all,  I  say,  are 
Fathers ;  and,  any  how  the  three  hundred  laid  down  nothing 
new,  nor  was  it  in  any  self-confidence  that  they  became 
champions  of  words  not  in  Scripture,  but  they  started  from 
their  Fathers,  as  the  others,  and  they  used  their  words.  For 
there  were  two  Bishops  of  the  name  of  Dionysius,  much 
older  than  the  seventy  who  deposed  Samosatene,  of  whom 
one  was  of  Rome,  and  the  other  of  Alexandria ;  and  a 
charge  had  been  laid  by  some  persons  against  the  Bishop  of 
Alexandria  before  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  as  if  he  had  said 
that  the  Son  was  made,  and  not  one  in  substance  with  the 
Father.  This  had  given  great  pain  to  the  Roman  Council ; 
and  the  Bishop  of  Rome  expressed  their  united  sentiments 
in  a  letter  to  liis  namesake.  This  led  to  his  writing  an  ex¬ 
planation  which  he  calls  the  Book  of  Refutation  and  Apology; 
and  it  runs  thus  : 

§.  44.  14.  And 1  I  have  written  in  another  Letter,  a  refutation  of  the  false 

1  vid.  charge  which  they  bring  against  me,  that  I  deny  that  Christ  is  one 
de  IJecr.  jn  substance  with  God.  For  though  I  say  that  I  have  not  found 
^  44  or  read  this  term  any  where  in  holy  Scripture,  yet  my  remarks'2 
l\xtZu-  which  follow',  and  which  they  have  not  noticed,  are  not  incon- 
tffLUTa.  sistent  with  that  belief.  For  I  instanced  a  human  production, 
which  is  evidently  homogeneous,  and  I  observed  that  undeniably 
fathers  differred  from  their  children,  only  in  not  being  the  same 
individuals ;  otherwise  there  could  be  neither  parents  nor  children. 
And  my  Letter,  as  I  said  before,  owing  to  present  circumstances, 
I  am  unable  to  produce,  or  I  would  have  sent  you  the  very 
words  I  used,  or  rather  a  copy  of  it  all ;  which,  if  I  have  an  op¬ 
portunity,  I  will  do  still.  But  I  am  sure  from  recollection,  that 
I  adduced  many  parallels  of  things  kindred  with  each  other,  for 
instance,  that  a  plant  grown  from  seed  or  from  root,  was  other 
than  that  from  which  it  sprang,  and  yet  altogether  one  in  nature 
with  it ;  and  that  a  stream  flowing  from  a  fountain,  changed  its 
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appearance  and  its  name,  for  that  neither  the  fountain  was  called  Chap. 
stream,  nor  the  stream  fountain,  but  both  existed,  and  that  the  HI- 
fountain  wras  as  it  were  father,  but  the  stream  wras  what  was 
generated  from  the  fountain. 

15.  Thus  the  Bishop.  If  then  any  one  finds  fault  with  the  §.45. 
Fathers  at  Nictea,  as  if  they  contradicted  the  decisions  of 
their  predecessors,  he  may  reasonably  find  fault  also  with  the 
Seventy,  because  they  did  not  keep  to  the  statements  of  their 
own  predecessors ;  for  such  were  the  two  Dionysii  and 
the  Bishops  assembled  on  that  occasion  at  Rome.  But 
neither  these  nor  those  is  it  religious  to  blame;  for  all  were 
legates  of  the  things  of  Christ,  and  all  gave  diligence  against 
the  heretics,  and  while  the  one  party  condemned  Samosatene, 
the  other  condemned  the  Arian  heresy.  And  rightly  did  both 
these  and  those  define,  and  suitably  to  the  matter  in  hand.  And 
as  the  blessed  Apostle,  writing  to  the  Romans,  said,  The  Law  Rom.  7, 
is  spiritual,  the  Law  is  holy,  and  the  commandment  holy  and  14'  12‘ 
just  and  good;  (and  soon  after,  IVhat  the  Law  could  not  do,  Rom.  8, 
in  that  it  was  weak,)  but  wrote  to  the  Hebrews,  The  Law  - 
made  no  one  perfect ;  and  to  the  Galatians,  By  the  Law  no  19- 
one  is  justified,  but  to  Timothy,  The  Law  is  good,  if  a  man  \  ’ 

use  it  lawfully;  and  no  one  would  accuse  the  Saint  of^Iim-b 

O. 

inconsistency  and  variation  in  writing,  but  rather  would 
admire  how  suitably  he  wrote  to  each,  to  teach  the  Romans 
and  the  others  to  turn  from  the  letter  to  the  spirit,  but  to 
instruct  the  Hebrews  and  Galatians  to  place  their  hopes,  not 
in  the  Law,  but  in  the  Lord  who  gave  the  Law ; — so,  if  the 
Fathers  of  the  two  Councils  made  different  mention  of  the 
One  in  substance,  we  ought  not  in  any  respect  to  differ  from 
them,  but  to  investigate  their  meaning,  and  this  Mill  fully 
shewr  us  the  meaning  of  both  the  Councils.  For  they  who 
deposed  Samosatene,  took  One  in  substance  in  a  bodily 
sense,  because  Paul  had  attempted  sophistry  and  said,  “  Unless 
Christ  has  of  man  become  God,  it  follow's  that  He  is  One  in 
substance  wfith  the  Father ;  and  if  so,  of  necessity  there  are 
three  substances,  one  the  previous  substance,  and  the  other  two 
from  it and  therefore  guarding  against  this  they  said  with  good 
reason,  that  Christ  was  not  One  in  substance?.  For  the  Son 

p  This  is  in  fact  the  objection  which  stance,  supr.  §.  16.  when  he  calls  it  the 
Arius  urges  against  the  One  in  sub-  doctrine  of  Manichseus  and  Hieracas, 


1 44  Why  the  Council  of  Antioch  declined  “One  in  Substance .” 

Cotjnc.  is  not  related  to  tlie  Father  as  lie  imagined.  Hut  the  Bishops 
ANID1’  who  anathematized  the  Arian  heresy,  understanding  Paul’s 
Seleu-  craft,  and  reflecting  that  the  word  “  One  in  substance,”  has  not 
this  meaning  when  used  of  things  immaterial'',  and  especially 
of  God,  and  acknowledging  that  the  Word  was  not  a  creature, 
but  an  offspring  from  the  substance,  and  that  the  Father’s 
substance  was  the  origin  and  root  and  fountain  of  the  Son, 
and  that  He  was  of  very  truth1  His  Father’s  likeness,  and  not 
of  different  nature,  as  we  are,  and  separate  from  the  Father, 
but  that,  as  being  from  Him,  He  exists  as  Son  indivisible, 
as  radiance  is  with  respect  of  Light,  and  knowing  too  the 
illustrations  used  in  Dionyius’s  case,  the  “  fountain,”  and  the 
defence  of  “  One  in  substance,”  and  before  this  the  Saviour’s 
saying,  symbolical  of  unity2,  I  and  the  Father  are  one,  and 
he  that  hath  seen  Me  hath  seen  the  Father,  on  these  grounds 
Johnio,  reasonably  asserted  on  their  part,  that  the  Son  was  One 
John  14  in  substance.  And  as,  according  to  a  former  remark,  no 
9-  one  would  blame  the  Apostle,  if  he  wrote  to  the  Romans 
about  the  Law  in  one  way,  and  to  the  Hebrews  in  another ; 
in  like  manner,  neither  would  the  present  Bishops  find  fault 
with  the  ancient,  in  regard  to  their  interpretation,  nor 
again  on  the  view  of  theirs  and  of  the  need  of  their  so 
writing  about  the  Lord,  would  the  ancient  censure  the 
present. 


*  ccvroet- 
kfitflf 


2  Ivotieffi 
p.  148, 
ref.  7. 


vid.  p.  97,  note  1.  The  same  objection 
is  protested  against  by  S.  Basil,  contr. 
Eunom.  i.  19.  Hilar,  de  Trin.  iv.  4. 
Yet,  while  S.  Basil  agrees  with  AthaD. 
in  his  account  of  the  reason  of  the 
Council’s  rejection  of  the  word,  S. 
Hilary  on  the  contrary  reports  that  Paul 
himself  accepted  it,  i.  e.  in  a  Sabellian 
sense,  and  therefore  the  Council  rejected 
it.  “  Male  homoiision  Samosatenus  eon- 
fessus  est,  sed  numquid  melius  Arii  ne- 
gaverunt.”  de  Syn.  8G. 

“1  The  Eusebians  tried  to  establish  a 
distinction  between  Ipcoucnet  and  epa- 
oumot,  “  one  in  substance”  and  *•  like 
in  substance,”  of  this  sort;  that  the 
former  belonged  to  things  material,  and 
the  latter  to  immaterial,  Soz.  iii.  18.  a 
remark  which  in  itself  was  quite  suf¬ 
ficient  to  justify  the  Catholics  in  insist¬ 
ing  on  the  former  term.  For  the  heretical 
party,  starting  with  the  notion  in  which 
their  heresy  in  all  its  shades  consisted, 


that  the  Son  was  a  distinct  being  from 
the  Father,  and  appealing  to  (what 
might  be  plausibly  maintained)  that 
spirits  are  incommeasurable  with  one 
another,  or  that  each  is  sui  simile,  con¬ 
cluded  that  “  like  in  substance”  was 
the  only  term  which  would  express  the 
relation  of  the  Son  to  the  Father.  Here 
then  the  word  “  one  in  substance”  did 
just  enable  the  Catholics  to  join  issue 
with  them,  as  exactly  expressing  what 
theCatholicswished  to  express,  viz.  that 
there  was  no  such  distinction  between 
Thera  as  made  the  term  “  like”  neces¬ 
sary,  but  that  Their  relation  to  Each 
Other  wa sanalogous  to  that  of  a  material 
offspring  to  a  material  parent,  or  that 
as  material  parent  and  offspring  are 
individuals  under  one  common  species, 
so  the  Eternal  Father  and  Son  are 
Persons  under  one  common  individual 
substance. 
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16.  Yes  surelv,  each  Council  had  a  sufficient  reason  for  its  Chap. 

J  ,  III. 

own  language ;  for  since  Samosatene  held  that  the  Son  was - — 

not  before  Mary,  but  received  from  her  the  origin  of  His 

being,  therefore  the  assembled  Fathers  deposed  him  and 

pronounced  him  heretic  ;  but  concerning  the  Son’s  Godhead 

writing  in  simplicity,  they  arrived  not  at  accuracy  concerning 

the  One  in  substance, but,  as  they  understood  the  word,  so  spoke 

they  about  it.  For  they  directed  all  their  thoughts  to  destroy 

the  device  of  Samosatene,  and  to  shew  that  the  Son  was 

before  all  things,  and  that,  instead  of  becoming  God  from  man, 

God  had  put  on  a  servant’s  form,  and  the  Word  had  become 

flesh,  as  John  says.  This  is  how  they  dealt  with  the 

blasphemies  of  Paul;  but  when  the  party  of  Eusebius  and 

Arius  said  that  though  the  Son  was  before  time,  yet  was 

He  made  and  one  of  the  creatures,  and  as  to  the  phrase 

“  from  God,”  they  did  not  believe  it  in  the  sense  of  Flis  being 

genuine  Son  from  Father,  but  maintained  it  as  it  is  said  of 

the  creatures,  and  as  to  the  oneness r  of  likeness1  between  the  1  pd- 

Son  and  the  Father,  did  not  confess  that  the  Sou  is  like  the 

Father  according  to  substance,  or  according  to  nature,  but9fin- 

because  of  Their  agreement  of  doctrines  and  of  teaching2;2  P- 10'» 
.  .  .  &  ,  ..  .  .  ,  °  notef. 

nay,  when  they  drew  a  line  and  an  utter  distinction  between 

the  Son’s  substance  and  the  Father,  ascribing  to  Him  an 

origin  of  being,  other  than  the  Father,  and  degrading  Him  to 

the  creatures,  on  this  account  the  Bishops  assembled  at 

Nicsea,  with  a  view  to  the  craft  of  the  parties  so  thinking, 

and  as  bringing  together  the  sense  from  the  Scriptures, 

cleared  up  the  point,  by  affirming  the  “  One  in  substance ;” 

that  both  the  true  genuineness  of  the  Son  might  thereby  be 

known,  and  that  things  generated  might  be  ascribed  nothing  in 

r  rri  liioiuaiu;  Uarrra.  and  so  the  Son.”  iii.  §.  5.  fin.  The  Father’s 
raurit  rr  hpoiuiru  de  Deer.  §.  20.  p.  35.  godhead  is  the  Son’s,  ro  rurmx'oa  qZ;  i 
rs»  itarrru  rri  Quatu;  xal  rata  raurorrru  v'l'.; .  iii.  §.  53.  /xluv  rrv  6iarr.ru.  xat  raiiiar 
rt  v  (furii.  ibid.  (.24.  p.  4 1  init.  also  §.  23.  rri  avrlus  rau  arurga’i.  §.  50.  “As  the 
And  Basil,  ruurarr.ru  rr{  fucnu;.  Ep.8.  water  is  the  same  which  is  poured  from 
3.  raurirrru  rr.s  ainu;.  Cyril  in  Joan,  fountain  into  stream,  so  the  godhead  of 
v.  p.  302.  Hence  it  is  uniformly  as-  the  Father  into  the  Son  is  intransitive 
serted  by  the  Catholics  that  the  Father’s  and  indivisible,  appsurrSi  xu)  i'Siuigiras. 
godhead,  6iarre,  is  the  Son's ;  e.  g.  “  the  Expos.  §.  2.  vid.  p.  155,  note  f.  This 
Father’s  godhead  being  in  the  Son,”  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Una  Res,  which, 
infr.  §.  52.  ia  arurpixb  Qvns  uurcu.  Orat.  being  not  defined  in  General  Council 
i.  §.  40.  “  worshipped  xaru  riir  arar^i-  till  the  fourth  Lateran,  many  most 
*'!»  iiiarr.ru.  §.  42.  cruraixr*  uiirau  6ii-  injuriously  accuse  the  Greek  Fathers, 
mru.  j.  45  fin.  §.  49  fin.  ii.  §.  18.  <5.  73  as  the  two  Gregories,of  denying.  That 
fin.  iii.  §.  26.  “  the  Father’s  godhead  Council  is  not  here  referred  to  as  of 
and  propriety  is  the  being,  ri  iTmu,  of  authority. 

I. 
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Counc 

Akim. 

AND 

Seleu 


§.  46 


1  P-  52, 
note  d. 

2  P-  52, 
note  e. 


§.  47 


3  vid. 
Ign.  ad 
Eph.  7. 


common  with  Him.  For  the  precision  of  this  phrase  detects 
their  pretence,  whenever  they  use  the  phrase  “  from  God,”  and 
gets  rid  of  all  the  subtleties  with  which  they  seduce  the  simple. 
For  whereas  they  contrive  to  put  a  sophistical  construction  on 
all  other  words  at  their  will,  this  phrase  only,  as  detecting 
their  heresy,  do  they  dread;  which  the  Fathers  did  set  down  as 
a  bulwark8  against  their  irreligious  speculations,  one  and  all. 

17.  Cease  we  then  all  contention,  nor  any  longer  conflict  we 
with  each  other,  though  the  Councils  have  differently  taken  the 
phrase  “  One  in  substance,”  for  we  have  already  assigned  a 
sufficient  defence  of  them ;  and  to  it  the  following  may  be 
added : — We  have  not  derived  the  word  “  Ingenerate”  from 
Scripture,  (for  no  where  does  Scripture  call  God  Ingenerate,) 
yet  since  it  has  many  authorities  in  its  favour,  I  was  curious 
about  the  term,  and  found  that  it  too  has  different  senses1. 
Some,  for  instance,  call  what  is,  but  is  neither  generated,  nor 
has  any  cause  at  all,  ingenerate;  and  others,  the  increate2. 
As  then  a  person,  having  in  his  mind  the  former  of  these 
senses,  viz.  “  that  which  has  no  cause,”  might  say  that  the  Son 
was  not  ingenerate,  yet  would  not  be  blaming  any  one  he 
perceived  looking  to  the  other  meaning,  “not  a  work  or  crea¬ 
ture  but  an  eternal  offspring,”  and  affirming  accordingly  that 
the  Son  was  ingenerate,  (for  both  speak  suitably  with  a  view 
to  their  own  object,)  so,  even  granting  that  the  Fathers  have 
spoken  variously  concerning  the  One  in  substance,  let  us  not 
dispute  about  it,  but  take  what  they  deliver  to  us  in  a  re¬ 
ligious  way,  when  especially  their  anxiety  was  directed  in 
behalf  of  religion. 

18.  Ignatius,  for  instance,  who  was  appointed  Bishop  in 
Antioch  after  the  Apostles,  and  became  a  martyr  of  Christ, 
writes  concerning  the  Lord  thus  :  “  There  is  one  physician, 
fleshly  and  spiritual,  generate  and  ingenerate,  God  in  man, 
true  life  in  death,  both  from  Mary  and  from  God3;”  whereas 
some  teachers  who  followed  Ignatius,  write  in  their  turn, 


s  imn!%/<rfia ;  in  like  manner  eiihifffio*  the  ‘  One  in  substance.’  ”  Hsr.  69.70. 
menus.  Epiph.  Ancor.  6.  “  Without  the  “  That  term  did  the  Fathers  set  down 
confession  of  the  One  in  ‘substance,’”  in  their  formula  of  faith,  which  they 
says  Epiphanius,  “  no  heresy  can  be  re-  perceived  to  be  a  source  of  dread  to 
futed ;  for  as  a  serpent  hates  the  smell  of  their  adversaries  ;  that  they  themselves 
bitumen,  and  the  scent  of  sesame-cake,  might  unsheath  the  sword  whtch  cut 
and  the  burning  of  agate,  and  the  smoke  off  the  head  of  their  own  monstrous 
ofstorax,  so  do  Anus  and  Sabellius  hate  heresy.”  Ambros.  de  Fid.  iii.  15. 
the  notion  of  the  sincere  profession  of 
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Son  from  Him,  true  offspring,  Word  and  Wisdom  of  the - 

Father1.”  If  therefore  we  have  hostile  feelings  towards  these 
writers,  then  have  we  right  to  quarrel  with  the  Councils ;  but 
if,  knowing  their  faith  in  Christ,  we  are  persuaded  that  the 
blessed  Ignatius  was  orthodox  in  writing  that  Christ  was 
generate  on  account  of  the  flesh,  (for  He  was  made  flesh,)  yet 
ingenerate,  because  He  is  not  in  the  number  of  things  made 
and  generated,  but  Son  from  Father,  and  are  aware  too  that  the 
parties  who  have  said  that  the  Ingenerate  is  One,  meaning 
the  Father,  did  not  mean  to  lay  down  that  the  Word  was 
generated  and  made,  but  that  the  Father  has  no  cause,  but 
rather  is  Himself  Father  of  Wisdom,  and  in  Wisdom  hath 
made  all  things  that  are  generated,  why  do  we  not  combine  all 
our  Fathers  in  religious  belief,  those  who  deposed  Samosatene 
as  well  as  those  who  proscribed  the  Arian  heresy,  instead  of 
making  distinctions  between  them  and  refusing  to  entertain  a 
right  opinion  of  them  ?  I  repeat,  that  these,  looking  towards 
the  sophistical  explanation  of  Samosatene,  wrote,  “He  is  not 
one  in  substance  u;”  and  those  with  an  apposite  meaning,  said 
that  He  was.  For  myself,  1  have  written  these  brief  remarks, 
from  my  feeling  towards  persons  who  were  religious  to 
Christ-ward ;  but  were  it  possible  to  come  by  the  Epistle 
which  we  are  told  that  they  wrote,  I  consider  we  should 
find  further  grounds  for  the  aforesaid  proceeding  of  these 
blessed  men.  For  it  is  right  and  meet  thus  to  feel,  and 
to  maintain  a  good  understanding  with  the  Fathers,  if  we 
be  not  spurious  children,  but  have  received  the  traditions 
from  them,  and  the  lessons  of  religion  at  their  hands. 

19.  Such  then,  as  we  confess  and  believe,  being  the  sense  of§.  48. 
the  Fathers,  proceed  we  even  in  their  company  to  examine  once 


t  The  writer  is  not  known.  The 
President  of  Magdalen  has  pointed  out 
to  the  Editor  the  following  similar  pas¬ 
sage  in  St.  Clement,  it  /tit  to  ayittnrot, 
i  TatroKfaTu^  itbs,  it  Si  xai  t'o  T^oystttt- 
ftt  Si’  tu  r a  Tatra,  iyitiro,  xa'i 

aireu  tyttiTO  »SSt  t».  Strom,  vi.  7.  p.  769. 

u  There  is  much  to  say  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  rejection  of  the  o/ieevnot  at 
this  Council  of  Antioch ;  hut  it  branches 
into  topics  too  far  from  the  text  of  Atha¬ 
nasius  to  allow  of  its  satisfactory  discus¬ 


sion  in  this  volume.  The  lamented  Dr. 
Burton,  in  Mr.  Faber’s  Apostolicity  of 
Trinitarianism,  vol.  2.  p.  302.  is  the 
last  writer  who  has  denied  the  rejection 
of  the  symbol ;  but,  (as  appears  to  the 
present  writer,)  not  on  sufficient  grounds. 
Deference  is  made  to  a  Creed  or  Ecthe- 
sis,  found  among  the  acts  of  Ephesus, 
and  said  to  have  been  published  against 
Paul ;  and  on  this  some  remarks  are 
made  in  Note  p.  165. 


L  2 
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1  supr, 

P.  11. 


Codnc.  more  the  matter,  calmly  and  with  a  good  understanding,  with 
Vxi)1'  reference  to  what  has  been  said  before,  viz.  whether  the  Bishops 
Selku.  collected  at  Xicaea  did  not  really  exercise  an  excellent  judg¬ 
ment.  For  if  the  Word  be  a  work  and  foreign  to  the  Father’s 
substance,  so  that  lie  is  separated  from  the  Father  by  the 
difference  of  nature,  He  cannot  be  one  in  substance  with 
Him,  but  rather  He  is  homogeneous  by  nature  with  the 
works,  though  He  surpass  them  in  grace1.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  we  confess  that  He  is  not  a  work  but  the  genuine  offspring 
of  the  Father’s  substance,  it  would  follow  that  He  is  inse- 
a  S/AttpvZ  parable  from  the  Father,  being  connatural 2,  because  He  is 
begotten  from  Him.  And  being  such,  good  reason  He 
should  be  called  One  in  Substance.  Next,  if  the  Son  be  not 
3  (iiT6u-  such  from  participation5,  but  is  in  His  substance  the  Father’s 
<r‘at  Word  and  Wisdom,  and  this  substance  is  the  offspring  of 
4 p- 155,  the  Father’s  substance4,  and  its  likeness  as  the  radiance  is  of 
John  t  o,  die  light,  and  the  Son  says,  I  and  the  Father  are  One,  and  he 
J°h  14  seen  Me,  hath  seen  the  Father,  how  must  we 

9.  ’  understand  these  words  ?  or  how  shall  we  so  explain  them  as 

to  preserve  the  oneness  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  ?  Now  as 
5  fu/x.-  to  its  consisting  in  agreement5  of  doctrines,  and  in  the  Son’s  not 
io;  ' note  disagreeing  with  the  Father,  as  the  Arians  say,  such  an  inter- 
f-yet  pretation  will  not  stand;  for  both  the  Saints  and  still  more 
Hipp.  Angels  and  Archangels  have  such  an  agreement  with  God, 

For  he  who  was 
devil,  was  beheld  to  fall  from  the 
heavens,  as  the  Lord  said.  Therefore  if  by  reason  of  agree¬ 
ment  the  Father  and  the  Son  are  one,  there  would  be  things 
generate  which  had  this  agreement  with  God,  and  each  of 
these  might  say,  I  and  the  Father  are. One.  But  if  this  be 
shocking,  and  so  it  truly  is,  it  follows  of  necessity  that  we 
G  xtvnfu  must  conceive  of  Son’s  and  Father’s  oneness  in  the  way  of 
Cidril  substance.  For  things  generated,  though  they  have  an  agree- 
contr.  ment  with  their-  Maker,  yet  possess  it  only  by  influence6,  and 

Jul.  viii. , 
p.  2/4. 

Greg. 

Nyss. 


„  and  there  is  no  disagreement  among  them, 
in  disagreement,  the 


by  participation,  and  through  the  mind  ;  the  transgression 

of  which  forfeits  heaven.  But  the  Son,  being  an  offspring 

de Hom. from  the  substance,  is  one  in  substance,  Himself  and  the 

Op.p.87.  Father  that  begat  Him. 

§.  49. 

‘i  V6U^lCl. 


p.  144, 
ref.  2. 


20.  This  is  why  He  has  equality  with  the  Father  by  titles 
expressive  of  unity7,  and  what  is  said  of  the  Father,  is  said  in 


The  Sun  has  all  things  of  the  Father, but  being  the  Father.  149 

Scripture  of  the  Son  also,  all  but  His  being  called  Father5.  Chap. 
For  the  Son  Himself  says,  All  things  that  the  Father  hath- 


III. 


are  Mine ;  and  He  says  to  the  Father,  All  Mine  are  Thine,  John 
and  Thine  are  Mine; — as  for  instance',  the  name  God;  for 
the  Word  was  God; — Almighty,  Thus  saith  He  that  is,  and  ,0- 
that  was,  and  that  is  to  come,  the  Almighty; — the  being Orat.iii. 
Light,  I  am,  He  says,  the  Light; — the  Operative  Cause,  All 
things  were  made  by  Him,  and  whatsoever  I  see  the  Father  i,  i. 
do,  I  do  also; — the  being  Everlasting,  His  eternal  power  and  f  PgC‘ 
godhead,  and  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  He  was  John 
the  true  Light,  which  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  John' 
the  world; — the  being  Lord,  for  The  Lord  rained  five  and  b  **• 
brimstone  from  the  Lord,  and  the  Father  says,  I  am  the  5,19; 
Lord,  and  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  the  Almighty  God ;  and  of^g' 
the  Son  Paul  speaks  thus,  One  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  through  John 
whom  all  things.  And  on  the  Father  Angels  serve,  and  j’ohn 
again  the  Son  too  is  worshipped  by  them,  And  let  all  the  L  9- 
Angels  of  God  worship  Him  ;  and  He  is  said  to  be  Lord  of  19,24. 
Angels,  for  the  Angels  ministered  unto  Him,  and  the  Son  o/  Isa-  45) 
Man  shall  send  His  Angels.  The  being  honoured  as  the  1  Cor. 
Father,  for  that  they  may  honour  the  Son,  He  says,  as  they 
honour  the  Father ; — being  equal  to  God,  He  thought  it  not  b  6- 
robbery  to  be  equal  with  God; — the  being  Truth  from  the  True,  4j  n‘ 
and  Life  from  the  Living,  as  being  truly  from  the  Fountain  of  t^a9j 
the  Father; — the  quickening  and  raising  the  dead  as  the  John 
Father,  for  so  we  read  in  the  Gospel.  And  of  the  Father  it  p’h 
is  written,  The  Lord  thy  God  is  One  Lord,  and  The  God  of  2,  0. 
gods  the  Lord  hath  spoken,  and  hath  called  the  earth ;  and 

of  the  Son,  The  Lord  God  hath  shined  upon  us,  and  The  God  p-s.50,i. 

.  Ps.  118 

of  Gods  shall  be  seed  in  Sion.  And  again  of  God,  Esaias -27'.  ’ 
says,  Who  is  a  God  like  unto  Thee,  taking  away  iniquities  i>ss8^’ 


x  By  “  the  Sod  being  equal  to  the  Father,  tlxuv  tpuaixh  xa)  a.-rcc^dkXxxTdi 
Father,”  is  but  meant  that  He  is  His  xara  <r«rra  oftem  ru  varp,  rns 

“  unvarying  image;”  it  does  not  imply  iy s»> no-las  xa i  vaTprxTos.  Damasc. 
any  distinction  of  substance.  “  Per-  de  Imag.  iii.  18.  p.  354.  vid.  also  Basil, 
fectae  requalitatis  significantiam  habet  contr.  Eun.  ii.  28.  Theod.  Inconfus, 
similitudo.”  Hil.  de  Syn. 73.  But  though  p.  91.  Basil.  Ep.  38.  7  fin.  For  the 
He  is  in  all  things  His  Image,  this  Son  is  the  Image  of  the  Father,  not 
implies  some  exception,  for  else  He  as  Father,  but  as  God.  The  Ariaus 
would  not  be  like  or  equal,  but  the  on  the  other  hand,  objecting  the 
same.  “  Non  est  aequalitas  in  dissimi-  phrase  “  unvarying  image,”  asked  why 
libus,  nec  similitudo  est  intra  nnum.”  the  Son  was  not  in  consequence  a 
ibid.  72.  Hence  He  is  the  Father’s  Father,  and  the  beginning  of  a  hoyoiia. 
image  in  all  things  except  in  being  the  Athan.  Orat.  i.  21.  vid.  infra,  note  z. 
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Coonc.  and  passing  over  unrighteousness ?  but  the  Son  said  to 
whom  He  would,  Thy  sins  be  forgiven  Thee;  for  instance, 
Sei-eu.  when,  on  the  Jews  murmuring,  lie  manifested  the  remission 
Matt,  by  Ills  act,  saying  to  the  paralytic,  Rise,  take  up  thy 
Mark  bed,  and  go  unto  thy  house.  And  of  God  Paul  says,  To  the 
l  Tim  King  eternal;  and  again  of  the  Son,  David  in  the  Psalm, 
i,  17.  _  Lift  up  your  heads,  O  ye  gates,  and  be  ye  lift  up  ye  ever- 
’  ’  lasting  doors,  and  the  King  of  glory  shall  come  in.  And 
Dan.  Daniel  heard  it  said,  His  Kingdom  is  an  everlasting  King- 
Dan  dorn ,  and  His  Kingdom  shall  not  be  destroyed.  And  in 

7,  14.  a  word,  all  that  you  find  said  of  the  Father,  so  much  will 
you  find  said  of  the  Son,  all  but  His  being  Father,  as  has 
been  said. 

§.  50.  24.  If  then  any  think  of  other  origin,  and  other  Father,  con¬ 

sidering  the  equality  of  these  attributes,  it  is  a  mad  thought. 
But  if,  since  the  Son  is  from  the  Father,  all  that  is  the 
Father’s  is  the  Son’s  as  in  an  Image  and  Expression,  let  it 
be  considered  dispassionately,  whether  a  substance  foreign 
from  the  Father’s  substance  admit  of  such  attributes;  and 
whether  such  a  one  be  other  in  nature  and  alien  in  sub- 
1  stance1,  and  not  one  in  substance  with  the  Father.  For  we 
must  take  reverent  heed,  lest  transferring  what  is  proper2  to 
the  Father  to  what  is  unlike  Him  in  substance,  and  express- 
ing  the  Father’s  godhead  by  what  is  unlike  in  kind3  and  alien 
in  substance,  we  introduce  another  substance  foreign  to  Him, 
yet  capable  of  the  properties  of  the  first  substance7,  and  lest 
Isai.  we  be  silenced  by  God  Himself,  saying,  My  glory  I  will  not 
42,  8‘  give  to  another,  and  be  discovered  worshipping  this  alien 
God,  and  be  accounted  such  as  were  the  Jews  of  that  day,  who 
John  said,  Wherefore  dost  Thou,  being  a  man,  make  Thyself  God? 
10’  33'  referring,  the  while,  to  another  source  the  things  of  the  Spirit, 
Luke  and  blasphemously  saving,  He  casieth  out  devils  through  Beel- 
n’  lo'  zebub.  But  if  this  is  shocking,  plainly  the  Son  is  not  unlike 
in  substance,  but  one  in  substance  with  the  Father;  for  if 
what  the  Father  hath  is  by  nature  the  Son’s,  and  the  Son 

y  Arianism  was  placed  in  the  peril-  greatnessofthelattererror.Thisofcourse 
ous  dilemma  ofdenying  Christ's  divinity,  was  the  objection  which  attached  to  the 
or  introducing  a  second  God.  The  words  ifnieirm.  t!xut, 

Arians  proper  went  off  in  the  former  &c.  when  disjoined  from  the  o/itc inot  ; 
side  of  the  alternative,  the  Semi-arians  and  Eusebius’s  language,  supr.  p.  63, 
on  the  latter;  and  Athan.,  as  here  ad-  note  g,  shews  us  that  it  is  not  an 
dressing  the  Semi-arians,  insists  on  the  imaginary  one. 


If  the  Son  by  participation,  He  could  not  impart  Sonship.  151 

Himself  is  from  the  Father,  and  because  of  this  oneness  Chap. 
of  godhead  and  of  nature  He  and  the  Father  are  one,  and  He  in— 
that  hath  seen  the  Son  hath  seen  the  Father,  reasonably  is 
He  called  by  the  Fathers  “  One  in  substance;”  for  to  what 
is  other  in  substance,  it  belongs  not  to  possess  such  preroga¬ 
tives. 

22.  And  again,  if,  as  we  have  said  before,  the  Son  is  not  such  §.  51. 
by  participation1,  but,  while  all  things  generated  have,  by‘fw«'- 
participation,  the  grace  of  God,  He  is  the  Father’s  Wisdom 

and  Word,  of  which  all  things  partake2,  it  follows  that  lie  -deDecr. 
being  the  deifying  and  enlightening  power  of  the  Father,  in  15 1  note 
which  all  things  are  deified  and  quickened,  is  not  alien  ine- 
substance  from  the  Father,  but  one  is  substance.  For  by 
partaking3  of  Him,  we  partake4  of  the  Father;  because  that3^^®- 
the  Word  is  proper  to  the  Father.  Whence,  if  He  was  Him-  'ffjf 
self  too  from  pai'ticipation,  and  not  from  the  Father  HisV£,r‘- 
substantial  Godhead  and  Image,  He  would  not  deify5,  being 
deified  Himself.  For  it  is  not  possible  that  He,  who  hut  Pre¬ 
possesses  from  participation,  should  impart  of  that  partaking  deDecr. 
to  others,  since  what  He  has  is  not  His  own,  but  the  Giver’s ;  14* 

.  .  .  supr.  p. 

and  what  He  has  received,  is  barely  the  grace  sufficient  for  23. 
Himself. 

23.  However,  let  us  fairly  enquire  why  it  is  that  some,  as  is 
said,  decline  the  “  One  in  substance,”  whether  it  does  not  rather 
shew  that  the  Son  is  one  in  substance  with  the  Father.  They 
say  then,  as  you  have  written,  that  it  is  not  right  to  say  that 
the  Son  is  one  in  substance  with  the  Father,  because  He 
who  speaks  of  one  in  substance  speaks  of  three,  one  sub¬ 
stance  pre-existing,  and  that  those  who  are  generated  from  it 
are  one  in  substance:  and  they  add,  “  If  then  the  Son  be  one 
in  substance  with  the  Father,  then  a  substance  must  be 
previously  supposed,  from  which  they  have  been  generated ; 
and  that  the  One  is  not  Father  and  the  Other  Son,  but  they 
are  brothers  together2.”  As  to  all  this,  though  it  be  a  Greek 

z  And  so  Eunomius  in  St.  Cyril,  Son,  and  brought  forth  the  Son,  and  re- 
“  ‘  Unless  once  the  Son  was  not,’  saith  maineth  Father,  and  is  not  called  Son 
he,  ‘  or  if  eternal,  and  co-existent  with  of  any ;  and  the  Son  is  Son,  and  re- 
the  Father,  you  make  Him  not  a  Son  maineth  what  He  is,  and  is  not  called 
hut  a  brother.’  The  Father  and  the  brother  of  any  by  nature.  What  place 
Son  are  not  from  any  pre-existing  ori-  then  shall  brotherhood  have  in  such  ?” 
gin,  that  they  should  be  thought  bro-  Thesaur.  pp.  22,  23.  vid.  A  than.  Orat. 
thers,  but  the  Father  is  origin  of  the  i.  §.  14. 


152  “  One  in  Substance ”  does  not  imply  a  whole  and  parts. 

Counc.  interpretation,  and  what  Greeks  say  have  no  claim  upon  us% 
ani)1  let  us  see  whether  those  tilings  which  are  called  one  in  sub- 
Sf  leu  -  stance  and  are  collateral,  as  derived  from  one  substance  pre-sup- 
posed,  are  one  in  substance  with  each  other,  or  with  the  sub¬ 
stance  from  which  they  are  generated.  For  if  only  with  each 
other,  then  are  they  other  in  substance  and  unlike,  when  referred 
to  that  substance  which  generated  them;  for  other  in  substance 
is  opposed  to  one  in  substance;  but  if  each  be  one  in  substance 
with  the  substance  which  generated  them,  it  is  thereby  con¬ 
fessed  that  what  is  generated  from  any  thing,  is  one  in  sub¬ 
stance  with  that  which  generated  it ;  and  there  is  no  need  of 
seeking  for  three  substances,  but  merely  to  seek,  whether  it 
be  true  that  this  is  from  that\  For  should  it  happen  that 


a  vid.  p.  52,  note  d.  The  word  ehrla 
in  its  Greek  or  Aristotelic  sense  seems 
to  have  stood  for  an  individual  substance, 
numerically  one,  which  is  predicable  of 
nothing  but  itself.  Improperly  it  stood 
for  a  species  or  genus,  vid.  Petav.  de 
Trin.  iv.  1.  §.  2.  but  as  Anastasius  ob¬ 
serves  in  many  places  of  his  Vis  dux, 
Christian  theology  innovated  on  the 
sense  of  Aristotelic  terms,  vid.  c.  1. 
p.  20.  c.  6.  p.  96.  c.  9.  p.  150.  c.  17. 
p.  308.  There  is  some  difficulty  in  de¬ 
termining  hmu  it  innovated.  Anastasius 
and  Theorian,  Hodeg.  6.  Legat.  ad 
Arm.pp.  441,2.  say  that  it  takes  tiria  to 
mean  an  universal  or  species,  but  this 
is  nothing  else  than  the  second  or  im¬ 
proper  Greek  use.  Rather  it  takes  the 
word  in  a  sense  of  its  own  such  as  we 
have  no  example  of  in  things  created, 
viz.  that  of  a  Being  n  umerically  one,  sub¬ 
sisting  in  three  persons ;  so  that  the 
word  is  a  predicable  or  in  one  sense 
universal ,  without  ceasing  to  be  indi¬ 
vidual  ;  in  which  consists  the  mystery 
oftheHoly  Trinity'.  However, heretics, 
who  refused  the  mystery,  objected  it  to 
Catholics  in  its  primary  philosophical 
sense;  and  then,  as  standing  for  an  in¬ 
dividual  substance,  when  applied  to 
Father  and  Son,  it  either  implied  the 
parts  of  a  material  subject,  or  it  in¬ 
volved  no  real  distinction  of  persons, 
i.  e.  Sabeliianism.  The  former  of  these 
two  alternatives  is  implied  in  the  text 
by  the  “  Greek  use;”  the  latter  by 
the  same  phrase  as  used  by  the 
conforming  Semi-arians,  A.  D.  363. 
“  .Nor,  as  if  any  passion  were  sup¬ 
posed  of  the  ineffable  generation,  is 
the  term  ‘  substance’  taken  bv  the 


Fathers,  &c.  nor  according  U>  any 
Greek  use ,  Socr.  iii.  25.  Hence 
such  charges  against  Catholicism  on 
the  part  of  Arians  as  Alexander  pro¬ 
tests  against,  of  either  Sabeliianism  or 
Valentinianism,  cun  .  .  .  ustiq  'BafiiXJ.lf 
»ai  BaXitritu  iox.i7.  Tbeod.  Hist.  i.  3. 
p.  743.  In  like  manner,  Damascene, 
speaking  of  the  Jacobite  use  of  tfwns  and 
briar  acts  says,  “  Who  of  holy  men  ever 
thus  spoke  ?  unless  ye  introduce  to  us 
your  St.  Aristotle,  as  a  thirteenth  Apo¬ 
stle,  and  prefer  the  idolater  to  the  di¬ 
vinely  inspired.”  cont.  Jacob.  10.  p. 
399.  and  so  again  Leontius,  speaking  of 
Philoponus,  who  from  the  Alonophysite 
confusion  of  nature  and  hypostasis  was 
led  into  Tritheism.  “  He  thus  argued, 
taking  his  start  from  Aristotelic  princi¬ 
ples  ;  for  Aristotle  says  that  there  are 
of  individuals  particular  substances  as 
well  as  one  common.”  de  Sect.  v.  fin. 

6  The  argument,  when  drawn  out, 
is  virtually  this:  if,  because  two  sub¬ 
jects  are  consubstantial,  a  third  is  pre¬ 
supposed  of  which  they  partake,  then, 
since  either  of  these  two  is  consubstan¬ 
tial  with  that  of  which  both  partake,  a 
new  third  must  be  supposed  in  which  it 
and  the  pre-existing  substance  partake, 
and  thus  an  infinite  series  of  things 
consubstantial  must  be  supposed.  The 
only  mode  (which  he  puts  first)  of  meet¬ 
ing  this,  is  to  deny  that  the  two  things 
are  consubstantial  with  the  supposed 
third;  but  if  so,  they  must  be  different 
in  substance  from  it ;  that  is,  they  must 
differ  from  that,  as  partaking  of  which, 
they  are  like  each  other, — which  is  ab¬ 
surd.  vid.  Basil.  Ep.  52.  n.  2. 


“  One  in  Substance'’  does  not  imply  two  substances.  153 


there  were  not  two  brothers,  but  that  only  one  had  come  of  Chap. 
that  substance,  he  that  was  generated  would  not  be  called  — - — 
alien  in  substance,  merely  because  there  was  no  other  from 
that  substance  than  he ;  but  though  alone,  he  must  be  one  in 
substance  with  him  that  begat  him.  For  what  shall  we  say 
about  Jeplitliae’s  daughter;  because  she  was  only-begotten,  and 
lie  had  not ,  says  Scripture,  other  child;  and  again,  concerning  Jud.  11, 
the  widow’s  son,  whom  the  Lord  raised  from  the  dead,  be-  34‘ 
cause  he  too  had  no  brother,  but  was  only-be gotten,  was  on 
that  account  neither  of  these  one  in  substance  with  the  pa¬ 
rent  ?  Surely  they  were,  for  they  were  children,  and  this  is 
a  property  of  children  with  reference  to  their  parents.  And 
in  like  manner  also,  when  the  Fathers  said  that  the  Son  of 
God  was  from  His  substance,  reasonably  have  they  spoken  of 
Him  as  one  in  substance.  For  the  like  property  has  the 
radiance  compared  with  the  light.  Else  it  follows  that  not 
even  the  creation  came  out  of  nothing.  For  whereas  men 
beget  with  passion1,  so  again  they  work  upon  an  existing  sub- 1  Orat.i. 
ject  matter,  and  otherwise  cannot  make.  But  if  we  do  not^'28' 
understand  creation  in  a  human  way c,  when  we  attribute  it  to 
God,  much  less  seemly  is  it  to  understand  generation  in  a 
human  way,  or  to  give  a  corporeal  sense  to  One  in  substance ; 
instead  of  receding  from  things  generate,  casting  away  human 
images,  nay,  all  things  sensible,  and  ascending2  to  the  Father d, a  Naz. 
lest  we  rob  the  Father  of  the  Son  in  ignorance,  and  rank  ®rat-28- 
Him  among  His  own  creatures. 

24.  Further,  if,  in  confessing  Father  and  Son,  we  spoke  of  two  §.52. 
origins  or  two  Gods,  as  Marcion3  and  Valentinus4,  or  said  that3  p.  45, 
the  Son  had  any  other  mode  of  godhead,  and  was  not  the  Image 
and  Expression  of  the  Father,  as  being  by  nature  bom  from  3. 

c  vid.  de  Deer.  §.  11.  supr.  p.  18,  human  sense  which  can  apply  to  Him. 
note  o.  also  Cyril,  Thesaur.  iv.  p.  29.  Now  yinwris  implies  two  things, — pas- 
Basil.  contr.  Eun.  ii.  23.  Hil.  de  Syn.  sion,  and  relationship,  alxtincn  tpittut ; 

17.  accordingly  we  must  take  the  latter  as 

d  S.  Basil  says  in  like  manner  that,  an  indication  of  the  divine  sense  of  the 
though  God  is  Father  xvqiut  properly,  term.  On  the  terms  Son,  Word,  &c. 

(vid.  Ath.  Orat.  i.  21  fin.  and  p.  10,  being  figurative,  or  illustrations,  and 
note  k.  p.  18,  note  o.  p.  56,  note  k.)  how  to  use  them,  vid.  also  de  Deer, 
yet  it  comes  to  the  same  thing  if  we  $.  12.  supr.  p.  20.  Orat.  i.  §.  26,  27.  ii. 
were  to  say  that  He  is  Tgrrixu!  and  §.  32.  iii.  $.  18.  67.  Basil,  contr.  Eunom. 
i*  ,  figuratively,  such;  contr.  ii.  17.  Hil.  de  Trin.  iv.  2.  Vid.  also 

Eun.  ii.  24.  for  in  that  case  we  must,  as  Athan.  ad  Serap.  i.  20.  and  Basil.  Ep. 
in  other  metaphors  used  of  Him,  (anger,  38.  n.  5.  and  what  is  said  of  the  office 
sleep,  flying,)  take  that  part  of  the  of  faith  in  each  of  these. 
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Cotjnc.  Him,  then  He  might  be  considered  unlike;  for  such  sub- 
Aan»  stances  are  altogether  unlike  each  other.  But  if  we  aeknow- 
Sei.eu.  ledge  that  the  Father’s  godhead  is  one  and  sole,  and  that  of 
Him  the  Son  is  the  Word  and  Wisdom ;  and,  as  thus  believ¬ 
ing,  are  far  from  speaking  of  two  Gods,  but  understand  the 
oneness  of  the  Son  with  the  Father  to  be,  not  in  likeness  of  then- 
teaching,  but  according  to  substance  and  in  truth,  and  hence 
speak  not  of  two  Gods  but  of  one  God;  there  being  but  one 
Face c  of  Godhead,  as  the  Light  is  one  and  the  Radiance ;  (for 
Gen. 32,  this  was  seen  by  the  Patriarch  Jacob,  as  Scripture  says,  The 
31. Sept. SUn  rose  Up0n  him  when  the  Face  of  God  passed  by;  and 
beholding  this,  and  understanding  of  whom  He  was  Son 
and  Image,  the  holy  Prophets  say,  The  Word  of  the  Lord 
came  to  me;  and  recognising  the  Father,  who  was  beheld 
and  revealed  in  Him,  they  were  bold  to  say,  The  God  of  our 
fathers  hath  appeared  unto  me,  the  God  of  Abraham,  and 
Isaac,  and  Jacob;)  this  being  so,  wherefore  scruple  we  to 
call  Him  one  in  substance  who  is  one  with  the  Father,  and 
appears  as  doth  the  Father,  according  to  likeness  and  oneness 
of  godhead?  For  if,  as  has  been  many  times  said,  He  has 
it  not  to  be  proper  to  the  Father’s  substance,  nor  to  resem¬ 
ble,  as  a  Son,  we  may  well  scruple :  but  if  this  be  the  il¬ 
luminating  and  creative  Power,  specially  proper  to  the  Father, 
without  whom  He  neither  frames  nor  is  known,  (for  all  tilings 
consist  through  Him  and  in  Him ;)  wherefore,  having  cog¬ 
nizance  of  this  truth,  do  we  decline  to  use  the  phrase  convey¬ 
ing  it  ?  For  what  is  it  to  be  thus  connatural  with  the  Father, 
but  to  be  one  in  substance  with  Him  ?  for  God  attached  not 
'deDecr. to  Him  the  Son  from  without1,  as  needing  a  servant;  nor  are 
nd  works  on  a  level  with  the  Creator,  and  are  honoured  as 
note  b.  He  is,  or  to  be  thought  one  with  the  Father.  Or  let  a  man 
venture  to  make  the  distinction,  that  the  sun  and  the  radiance 
are  two  lights,  or  different  substances ;  or  to  say  that  the 
radiance  accrued  to  it  over  and  above,  and  is  not  a  single 

e  tut  ‘ores  uSiu;  6iirnros  ;  the  word  and  hypostasis,  are  all  synonymous,  i.  e. 
ilitf,  face  or  countenance,  will  come  as  one  and  all  denoting  the  Una  Res, 
before  usin  Orat.  iii.  16.  It  is  generally  which  is  Almighty  God.  They  differed, 
applied  to  the  Son,  as  in  what  follows,  in  that  the  word  hypostasis  regards  the 
and  is  synonymous  with  hypostasis ;  One  God  as  He  is  the  Son.  The  ap- 
but  it  is  remarkable  that  here  it  is  parent  confusion  is  useful  then  as  re- 
almost  synonymous  with  eutria.  or  qn iW.  minding  us  of  this  great  truth  ;  vid.  the 
Indeed  in  one  sense  nature,  substance,  next  note. 
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as  the  sun  and  radiance  not  two  lights. 

and  uncompounded  offspring  from  the  sun ;  such,  that  sun  and  Chap. 
radiance  are  two,  but  the  light  one,  because  the  radiance  is  an  TII~ 
offspring  from  the  Sun.  But,  whereas  not  more  divisible,  nay 
less  divisible  is  the  nature f  of  the  Son  towards  the  Father,  and 
the  godhead  not  accruing  to  the  Son,  but  the  Father’s  god¬ 
head  being  in  the  Son,  so  that  he  that  hath  seen  the  Son  hath 
seen  the  Father  in  Flim ;  wherefore  should  not  such  a  one 
be  called  One  in  substance  ? 

25.  Even  this  is  sufficient  to  dissuade  you  from  blaming  those  §.53. 
who  have  said  that  the  Son  was  one  in  substance  with  the  Father 
and  yet  let  us  examine  the  very  term  “  One  iu  substance,”  in 
itself,  by  way  of  seeing  whether  we  ought  to  use  it  at  all,  and 
whether  it  be  a  proper  term,  and  is  suitable  to  apply  to  the  Son. 

For  you  know  yourselves,  and  no  one  can  dispute  it,  that 
Like  is  not  predicated  of  substances,  but  of  habits,  and 
qualities ;  for  in  the  case  of  substances  we  speak,  not  of  like¬ 
ness,  but  of  identity g.  Man,  for  instance,  is  said  to  be  like 


f  /pint,  nature,  is  here  used  for  person. 
This  seems  an  Alexandrian  use  of  the 
word.  It  is  found  in  Alexander,  ap. 
Theod  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  740.  And  it  gives 
rise  to  a  celebrated  question  in  the 
Monophysite  controversy,  as  used  in  S. 
Cyril’s  phrase  pia  pun;  trura^souptor  ■ 
S.  Cyril  uses  the  word  both  for  person 
and  for  substance  successively  in  the 
following  passage.  “  Perhaps  some  one 
will  say,  ‘  How  is  theHoly  and  Adorable 
Trinity  distinguished  into  three  Hypo¬ 
stases,  yet  issues  in  one  nature  of 
Godhead  ?’  Because  the  Same  in 
substance  necessarily  following  the 
difference  of  natures ,  recals  the  minds 
of  believers  to  one  nature  of  Godhead.” 
contr.  Nest.  iii.  p.  91.  In  this  pas¬ 
sage  “  One  nature”  stands  for  a  reality  ; 
but  “  three  Natures”  is  the  One  Eternal 
Divine  Nature  viewed  in  that  respect 
in  which  He  is  Three.  And  so  S.  Hilary, 
natura  ex  natuia  gignente  nativitas; 
de  Syn.  17.  and  essentia  de  essen¬ 
tia,  August  de  Trin.  vii.  n.  3  and  de 
seipso  genuit  Deus  id  quod  est,  de 
Fid.  et  Symb.  4.  i.  e.  He  is  the  Ador¬ 
able  tiirm  or  Godhead  viewed  as  begot¬ 
ten.  And  Athan.  Orat.  iv.  §.  1 .  calls  the 
Father  S§  o  uciai  evnuSnt.  vid.  supr.  p.  148. 
ref.  4.  These  phrases  mean  that  the  Son 
who  is  the  Divine  Substance,  is  from  the 
Fatherw/fo  is  the[samejdivine  substance. 
As,  (to  speak  of  what  is  analogous  not 
parallel,)  we  might  say  that  “  man  is 


father  of  man,”  not  meaning  by  man 
the  same  individual  in  both  cases,  but 
the  same  nature,  so  here  we  speak  not 
of  the  same  Person  in  the  two  cases, 
hut  the  same  Individuum.  All  these 
expressions  resolve  themselves  into  the 
origin  al  mystery  of  the  Holy  Trinity ,  that 
Person  and  Individuum  are  not  equiva¬ 
lent  terms,  and  we  understand  them  nei¬ 
ther  more  nor  less  than  we  understand  it. 
In  like  manner  as  regards  the  incarna¬ 
tion,  when  St.  Paul  says  “  God  was  in 
Christ;”  he  does  not  mean  absolutely 
the  Divine  Nature,  which  is  the  proper 
sense  of  the  word,  but  the  Divine  Na¬ 
ture  as  existing  in  the  Person  of  the 
Son.  Hence  too,  (vid.  Petav.  de  Trin. 
vi.  10.  §.  6.)  such  phrases  as  “  the  Fa¬ 
ther  begat  the  Son  from  His  substance.” 
And  in  like  manner  Athan.  just  after¬ 
wards,  speaks  of  “  the  Father’s  God¬ 
head  being  i'wthe  Son.”  vid.  supr.  p.  145, 
note  r. 

g  S.  Athanasius,  in  saying  that  like 
is  not  used  of  substance,  implies  that 
the  proper  Arian  senses  of  the  op  wav  are 
more  natural,  and  therefore  the  more  pro¬ 
bable,  if  the  word  came  into  use.  These 
were,]  .likeness  in  will  and  action,  asi rvp- 
pojy'uz  ofwhichinfr.Orat.iii.l  1 .  2. likeness 
to  the  idea  in  God’s  mind  in  which  the 
Son  was  created.  Cyril  Thesaur.  p.134. 
3.  likeness  to  the  divine  act  or  energy  by 
which  He  was  created.  Pseudo-Basil. 
contr.Eun.iv.  p.282.  Cyril  in  Joan.  c.5. 
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CouNo.man,  not  in  substance,  but  according  to  habit  and  character; 

AND‘  for  in  substance  men  are  one  in  nature.  And  again,  man  is 
Seleu-  not  said  to  be  unlike  dog,  but  to  be  other  in  nature.  There¬ 
fore,  in  speaking  of  Like  according  to  substance,  we  mean  like 
ifiirouri*  by  participation 1 ;  (for  Likeness  is  a  quality,  which  may  attach 
to  substance,)  and  this  is  proper  to  creatures,  for  they,  by  par- 
l  John^ ”  taking2,  are  made  like  to  God.  For  when  He  shall  appear, 
3,  2.  says  Scripture,  we  shall  be  like  Him  ;  like,  that  is,  not  in 
substance  but  in  sonship,  which  we  shall  partake  from  Him. 
ipiTovcia  If  then  ye  speak  of  the  Son  as  being  by  participation3,  then 
indeed  call  Him  Like  in  substance ;  but  thus  spoken  of,  He 
is  not  Truth,  nor  Light  at  all,  nor  in  nature  God.  For  things 
which  are  from  participation,  are  called  like,  not  in  reality, 
but  from  resemblance  to  reality ;  so  that  they  may  fail,  or  be 
taken  from  those  who  share  them.  And  this,  again,  is  proper 
to  creatures  and  works.  Therefore,  if  this  be  extravagant,  lie 
must  be,  not  by  participation,  but  in  nature  and  truth  Son, 
Light,  Wisdom,  God ;  and  being  by  nature,  and  not  by 
sharing,  He  would  properly  be  called,  not  Like  in  sub¬ 
stance,  but  One  in  substance.  But  what  would  not  be 
asserted,  even  in  the  case  of  others,  (for  the  Like  has  been 
shewn  to  be  inapplicable  to  substance,)  is  it  not  folly,  not 
to  say  violence,  to  put  forward  in  the  case  of  the  Son,  instead 
of  the  “  One  in  substance  ?” 

§.  54.  26.  This  justifies  the  Nicene  Council,  which  has  laid  down, 

what  it  was  becoming  to  express,  that  the  Son,  begotten  from 
the  Father’s  substance,  is  one  in  substance  with  Him.  And 
if  we  too  have  been  taught  the  same  thing,  let  us  not  fight 
with  shadows,  especially  as  knowing,  that  they  who  have  so 
defined,  have  made  this  confession  of  faith,  not  to  misrepresent 
the  truth,  but  as  vindicating  the  truth  and  religiousness  towards 
Christ,  and  also  as  destroying  the  blasphemies  against  Him  of 
4  p.  9i,  the  Ario-maniaes 4.  For  this  must  be  considered  and  noted 
note  q'  carefully,  that,  in  using  unlike  in  substance,  and  other  in 
substance,  we  signify  not  the  true  Son,  but  some  one  of  the 
creatines,  and  an  introduced  and  adopted  Son,  which  pleases 
the  heretics ;  but  when  we  speak  uncontroversially  of  the  One 

iii.  p.  304.  4.  like  according  to  the  Scrip-  which  was,  as  they  understood  it,  an 
tures;  which  of  course  was  but  an  eva-  evasion  also, 
sion.  5.  like  in  all  things ,  xara  ■Tatra, 
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in  substance,  we  signify  a  genuine  Son  born  of  the  Father ;  Chap. 


p.  29, 


though  at  this  Christ’s  enemies  often  burst  with  rage1. 

27.  What  then  I  have  learned  myself,  and  have  heard  men  note  1. 
of  judgment  say,  I  have  written  in  few  words;  but  ye  re¬ 
maining  on  the  foundation  of  the  Apostles,  and  holding  fast 
the  traditions  of  the  Fathers,  pray  that  now  at  length  all 
strife  and  rivalry  may  cease,  and  the  futile  questions  of  the 
heretics  may  be  condemned,  and  all  logomachy11;  and  the 
guilty  and  murderous  heresy  of  the  Arians  may  disappear, 
and  the  truth  may  shine  again  in  the  hearts  of  all,  so  that  all 
every  where  may  say  the  same  thing,  and  think  the  same 
thing 1 ;  and  that,  no  Arian  contumelies  remaining,  it  may  be 
said  and  confessed  in  every  Church,  One  Lord,  one  faith,  <wcErh-4>5- 
baptism,  in  Christ  Jesus  our  Lord,  through  whom  to  the 
Father  be  the  glory  and  the  strength,  unto  ages  of  ages. 

Amen. 


11  And  so  rait  \oyofia%Iaic.  Basil  de 
Sp.  S.  n.  16.  It  is  used  with  an  allusion 
to  the  fight  against  the  Word,  as  xgur- 
rtpaxii*  and  Thus  Xtyo/xx- 

%i7r  f&iXirrioavTis,  kui  Xoitoh  <rv tv/taro- 

f/.x^ouvris,  'iranTxj  fJ.IT  oXiyov  vixgoi  vij 

k Xay'ix.  Serap.  iv.  1. 

'  This  sentiment  will  give  opportu¬ 
nity  for  a  note  on  the  Semi-arians, 
which  has  been  omitted  in  its  proper 
place,  $.41and43.  vid.  p.141 .  ref.4.  There 
S.  Athanasius  calls  certain  of  them 
“brethren”  and  “  beloved,”  iya-rriTai. 
S.  Hilary  too  calls  them  “  sanctissimi 
viri.”  de  Syn.  80.  On  the  other  hand, 
Athan.speaks  severely  of  Eustathius  and 
Basil.  Ep.  JE g.  7.  and  Hilary  explains 
himselfinhis  notes  upon  hisde  Syn.  from 
which  it  appears  that  he  had  been  ex¬ 
postulated  with  on  his  conciliatory 
tone.  Indeed  all  throughout  he  had 
betrayed  a  consciousness  that  he  should 
offend  some  parties,  e.  g.  §.  6.  In 
§.  77,  he  had  spoken  of  “  having  ex¬ 
pounded  the  faithful  and  religious  sense 
of  ‘  like  in  substance,’  which  is  called 
Homce'iision.”  On  this  he  observes, 
note  3,  “  I  think  no  one  need  be 
asked  to  consider  why  I  have  said  in 
this  place  ‘  religious  sense  of  like  in 
substance,’  except  that  I  meant  that 
there  was  also  an  irreligious  ;  and  that 
therefore  I  said  that  ‘  like’  was  not  only 
equal  but  the  1  same.’  vid.  p.  139,  note 
1.  In  the  next  note  he  speaks  of 
them  as  not  more  than  hopeful.  Still 


it  should  he  observed  how  careful  the 
Fathers  of  the  day  were  not  to  mix  up 
the  question  of  doctrine,  which  rested 
on  Catholic  tradition  with  that  of  the 
adoption  of  a  certain  term  which  rested 
on  a  Catholic  injunction.  Not  that  the 
term  was  not  in  duty  to  he  received, 
but  it  was  to  be  received  on  account  of 
its  Catholic  sense,  and  where  the  Ca¬ 
tholic  sense  was  held,  the  word  might 
even  by  a  sort  of  dispensation  be  waived. 
It  is  remarkable  that  Athanasius 
scarcely  mentioned  the  word  “  One 
in  substance”  in  his  Orations  or  Dis¬ 
courses  which  are  to  follow  ;  nor  does 
it  occur  in  S.  Cyril's  Catecheses,  of 
whom,  as  being  suspected  of  Semi- 
arianism,  it  might  have  been  required, 
before  his  waitings  were  received  as  of 
authority.  The  word  was  not  imposed 
upon  Ursacius  and  Yalens,  A.D.  349. 
by  Pope  Julius ;  nor  in  the  Council  of 
Aquileia  in  381,  was  it  offered  by  St. 
Ambrose  to  Palladius  andSeeundianus. 
S.  Jerome’s  account  of  the  apology 
made  by  the  Fathers  of  Ariminum  is  of 
the  same  kind.  “  We  thought,”  they 
said,  “  the  sense  corresponded  to  the 
words,  nor  in  the  Church  of  God,  where 
there  is  simplicity,  and  a  pure  confes¬ 
sion,  did  we  fear  that  one  thing  would 
be  concealed  in  the  heart,  another 
uttered  by  the  lips.  We  were  deceived 
by  our  good  opinion  of  the  bad.”  ad 
Luc  if.  19. 
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CoUNC. 
A  RIM. 
AND 

Seleu. 
§.  55. 

'  p.  88, 

note  h. 

*  p.  90, 
note  p. 


Postscript. 

28.  After  I  had  written  my  account  of  the  Council  \  I  had 
information  that  the  most  irreligious*  Constantius  had  sent 
Letters  to  the  Bishops  remaining  in  Ariminum ;  and  l  have 
taken  pains  to  get  copies  of  them  from  true  brethren  and  to 
send  them  to  you,  and  also  what  the  Bishops  answered  ;  that 
you  may  know  the  irreligious  craft  of  the  Emperor,  and  the 
firm  and  unswerving  purpose  of  the  Bishops  towards  the 
truth. 


Interpretation  of  the  Letter k. 

Constantius,  Victorious  and  Triumphant,  Augustus,  to  all  Bishops 
who  are  assembled  at  Ariminum. 

That  the  divine  and  adorable  Law  is  our  chief  care,  your  excel¬ 
lencies  are  not  ignorant ;  but  as  yet  w-e  have  been  unable  to  receive 
the  twenty  Bishops  sent  by  your  wisdom,  and  charged  with  the 
legation  from  you,  for  we  are  pressed  by  a  necessary  expedition 
against  the  Barbarians  ;  and  as  ye  know,  it  beseems  to  have  the 
soul  clear  from  every  care,  when  one  handles  the  matters  of  the 
Divine  Law.  Therefore  we  have  ordered  the  Bishops  to  await 
our  return  at  Adrianople ;  that,  when  all  public  affairs  are  well- 
arranged,  then  at  length  we  may  hear  and  weigh  their  sug¬ 
gestions.  Let  it  not  then  be  grievous  to  your  constancy  to  await 
their  return,  that,  when  they  come  back  with  our  answer  to  you, 
ye  may  be  able  to  bring  matters  to  a  close  which  so  deeply  affect 
the  wrell -being  of  the  Catholic  Church. 

29.  This  was  what  the  Bishops  received  at  the  hands  of 
three  messengers. 


Reply  of  the  Bishops. 

The  letter  of  your  humanity  we  have  received,  most  religious 
Lord  Emperor,  which  reports  that,  on  account  of  stress  of  public 
affairs,  as  yet  you  have  been  unable  to  attend  to  our  legates ;  and 
in  w’hich  you  command  us  to  await  their  return,  until  your  godli¬ 
ness  shall  be  advised  by  them  of  what  we  have  defined  conformably 
to  our  ancestors.  However,  wenowprofess  andaver  atonce  by  these 
presents,  that  we  shall  not  recede  from  our  purpose,  as  we  also  in¬ 
structed  our  legates.  We  ask  then  that  you  will  with  serene  counte¬ 
nance  command  these  letters  of  our  mediocrity  to  be  read  before 
you ;  as  well  as  will  graciously  receive  those,  with  which  we 
charged  our  legates.  This  however  your  gentleness  compre¬ 
hends  as  well  as  we,  that  great  grief  and  sadness  at  present 

k  These  two  Letters  are  both  in  Socr.  ii.  15.  p.  878.  in  a  different  version 
ii.  37.  And  the  latter  is  in  Theod.  Hist,  from  the  Latin  original. 
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prevail,  because  that,  in  these  your  most  happy  days,  so  many 
Churches  are  without  Bishops.  And  on  this  account  we  again 
request  your  humanity,  most  religious  Lord  Emperor,  that,  if 
it  please  your  religiousness,  you  would  command  us,  before  the 
severe  winter  weather  sets  in,  to  return  to  our  Churches,  that  so 
we  may  be  able,  unto  God  Almighty  and  our  Lord  and  Saviour 
Christ,  His  Only-begotten  Son,  to  fulfil  together  with  our  flocks 
our  wonted  prayers  in  behalf  of  your  imperial  sway,  as  indeed 
we  have  ever  performed  them,  and  at  this  time  make  them. 


Chap. 

III. 


NOTE  on  Chapter  II. 

Concerning  the  Confessions  at  Sirmium. 


Note  It  has  been  thought  advisable  to  draw  up,  as  carefully  as  may 
on  be,  a  statement  of  the  various  Arian  Confessions  which  issued  at 
^Aniu'  ^rrn^um’  "  hh  the  hope  of  presenting  to  the  reader  in  a  compen- 
A5D  '  dious  form  an  intricate  passage  of  history. 

Seleu. 

1.  A.  D.  351.  Confession  against  Photinus, 

( First  Sirmian.  supr.  p.  118.) 

This  Confession  was  published  at  a  Council  of  Eastern  Bishops, 
(Coustant  in  Hil.  p.  1 174,  note  1,)  and  was  drawn  up  by  the  whole 
body,  Hil.  de  Syn.  37-  (according  to  Sirmond.  Diatr.  1.  Sirm.  p. 
366.  Petavius  de  Trin.  1.  9-  §•  8.  Animadv.  in  Epiph.  p.  318  init. 
and  Coustant.  in  Hil.  1.  c.)  or  by  Basil  of  Ancyra  (as  Valesi us  con¬ 
jectures  in  Soz.  iv.  22.  and  Larroquanus,  de  Liberio,  p.  147.)  or 
by  Mark  of  Arethusa,  Socr.  ii.  30.  but  he  confuses  together  the 
dates  of  the  different  Confessions,  and  this  is  part  of  his  mistake, 
(vid.  Vales,  in  loc.  Coustant.  in  Hil.  de  Syn.  1.  c.  Petav.  Animad. 
in  Epiph.  1.  c.)  It  was  written  in  Greek. 

Till  Petavius  %  Socrates  was  generally  followed  in  ascribing  all 
three  Sirmian  Confessions  to  this  one  Council,  though  at  the  same 
time  he  was  generally  considered  mistaken  as  to  the  year.  E.  g. 
Baronius  places  them  all  in  5.57 •  Sirmond  defended  Baronius 
against  Petavius ;  (though  in  Facund.  x.  6.  note  c,  he  agrees 
with  Petavius,)  and  assigning  the  third  Confession  to  359, 
adopted  the  improbable  conjecture  of  two  Councils,  the  one 
Catholic  and  the  other  Arian,  held  at  Sirmium  at  the  same  time, 
putting  forth  respectively  the  first  and  second  Creeds  somewhat 
after  the  manner  of  the  contemporary  rival  Councils  of  Sardica. 
Pagi,  Natalis  Alexander,  Valesius,de  Marca,  Tillemont,  S.  Basnage, 
Montfaucon,  Coustant,  Larroquanus  (dela  Roque,)  agree  with  Pe¬ 
tavius  in  placing  the  Council  at  which  Photinus  was  deposed,  and 
the  Confession  published  by  it,  in  A.  D.  351.  Mansi  dates  it 
at  358. 

•  Dicam  non  jactantise  causa,  sed  ut  precabor,  quin  id  vanissime  a  me  dictum 
eruditi  lectoris  studium  excitem,  for-  onmes  arbitrentur.  Petav.  Animadv.  in 
tassis  audacius,  ab  hinc  mille  ac  ducen-  Epipb.  p.  306.  Nos  ex  antiquis  patri- 
tis  propemodum  annis  liquidam  ac  sin-  bus  primum  illud  odorati  sumus,  tres 
ceram  illorum  rationem  ignoratam  fu-  omnino  conventus  Episcoporum  eodem 
isse.  Quod  nisi  certissimis  argumentis  in  Sirmiensi  oppido,  non  iisdem  tempo- 
indiciisque  monstravero,  nihil  ego  de-  ribns  celebratos  fuisse.  ibid.  p.  113. 
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This  was  the  Confession  which  Pope  Liberius  signed  according  Note 
to  Baronius,  N.  Alexander,  and  Coustant  in  Hil.  note  n.  p.  1335-7,  I- 
and  as  Tillemont  thinks  probable.  ON' 

In  p.  114,  note  b.  supr.  the  successive  condemnations  of  Pho- 
tinus  are  enumerated ;  but  as  this  is  an  intricate  point  on  which  AND 
there  is  considerable  difference  of  opinion  among  critics,  it  may  be  Sei,eu. 
advisable  to  state  them  here,  as  they  are  determined  by  various 
writers. 

Petavius,  (de  Photino  Haeretico,  1.)  enumerates  in  all  five  Coun¬ 
cils: — 1.  at  Constantinople,  A.D.  356,  when  Marcellus  was  de¬ 
posed,  vid.  supr.  p.  109,  note  m.  (where  for  “  same”  year,  read 
“  next”  year.)  2.  At  Sardica,  A.D.  347-  3.  At  Milan,  A.D.  347- 

4.  At  Sirmium,  349.  5.  At  Sirmium,  when  he  was  deposed, 

A.D.  351.  Of  these  the  4th  and  5th  were  first  brought  to  light 
by  Petavius,  who  omits  mention  of  the  Macrostich  in  345. 

Petavius  is  followed  by  Natalis  Alexander,  Montfaucon,  (vit. 
Athan.)  and  Tillemont ;  and  by  De  Marca,  (Diss.  de  temp.  Syn. 

Sirra.)  and  S.  Basnage,  (Annales,)  and  Valesius,  (in  Theod.  Hist. 

11.  16.  p.  23.  Socr.  ii.  20.)  as  regards  the  Council  of  Milan,  except 
that  Valesius  places  it  with  Sirmond  in  346 ;  but  for  the  Council 
of  Sirmium  in  349,  they  substitute  a  Council  of  Rome  of  the  same 
date,  while  de  Marca  considers  Photinus  condemned  again  in  the 
Eusebian  Council  of  Milan  in  355.  De  la  Roque,  on  the  other 
hand,  (Larroquan.  Dissert,  de  Photino  Ha?r.)  considers  that  Pho¬ 
tinus  was  condemned,  1 .  in  the  Macrostich,  344  £345^].  2.  at 
Sardica,  347.  3.  at  Milan,  348.  4.  at  Sirmium,  350.  5.  at  Sirmium, 

351. 

Petavius  seems  to  stand  alone  in  assigning  to  the  Council  of 
Constantinople,  336,  his  first  condemnation. 

2.  A.D.  357.  The  Blasphemy  of  Potamius  and  Hosius, 

( Second  Sirmian.  supr.  p.  122.) 

Hilary  calls  it  by  the  above  title,  de  Syn.  11.  vid.  also  Soz. 
iv.  12.  p.  554.  He  seems  also  to  mean  it  by  the  blasphemia 
Ursacii  et  Valentis,  contr.  Const.  26. 

This  Confession  was  the  first  overt  act  of  disunion  between 
Arians  and  Semi-Arians. 

Sirmond,  de  Marca  and  Valesius,  (in  Socr.  ii.  30,)  after  Phte- 
badius,  think  it  put  forth  by  a  Council;  rather,  at  a  Conference 
of  a  few  leading  Arians  about  Constantius,  who  seems  to  have 
been  present;  e.  g.  Ursacius,  Valens,  and  Germinius.  Soz.  iv. 

12.  Vid.  also  Hil.  Fragm.  vi.  7- 

It  was  written  in  Latin,  Socr.  ii.  30.  Potamius  wrote  very 
barbarous  Latin,  judging  from  the  Tract  ascribed  to  him  in 
Dacher.  Spicileg.  t.  3.  p.  299,  unless  it  be  a  translation  from  the 
Greek,  vid.  also  Galland.  Bibl.  t.  v.  p.  96.  Petavius  thinks  the 
Creed  not  written,  but  merely  subscribed  by  Potamius.  de  Trim 
i.  9.  §.  8.  and  Coustant.  in  Hil.  p.  1155,  note  f,  that  it  was  written 
by  Ursacius,  Valens,  and  Potamius.  It  is  remarkable  that  the 
Greek  in  Athanasius  is  clearer  than  the  original. 

This  at  first  sight  is  the  Creed  which  Liberius  signed,  because 

M 
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Note  S.  Hilary  speaks  of  the  latter  as  “  perfidia  Ariana,"  Fragm.  6. 

I-  Blondel,  (Prim,  dans  l’Eglise,  p.  484.)  l.arroquanus,  &c.  are  of  this 
Counc  ‘’P™011,  And  the  Roman  Breviary,  Ed.  Ven.  1482,  and  Ed. 
Arim.  l>ar‘  1543,  in  the  Service  for  S.  Eusebius  of  Home,  August.  14. 
and  says  that  “  Pope  Liberius  consented  to  the  Arian  misbelief," 
Self.u.  Laurinoi.  Ep.  v.  y.  c.  13.  Auxilius  says  the  same,  ibid.  vi.  14. 
Animadv.  5.  n.  18.  Petavius  grants  that  it  must  be  this,  if  any 
of  the  three  Sirmian,  (Animadv.  in  Epiph.  p.  31 6,)  but  we  shall 
see  his  own  opinion  presently. 

3.  A.D.  367.  The  foregoing  interpolated. 

A  creed  was  sent  into  the  East  in  Hosius’s  name,  Epiph.  Haer. 
73.  14.  Soz.  iv.  15.  p.  558,  of  an  Anomcean  character,  which  the 
“  blasphemia”  was  not.  And  S.  Hilary  may  allude  to  this  when 
he  speaks  of  the  “  deliramenta  Osii,  et  incremenla  Ursacii  et 
Valentis,”  contr.  Const.  23.  An  Anomcean  Council  of  Antioch 
under  Eudoxius  of  this  date,  makes  acknowledgments  to  Ursacius, 
Valens,  and  Germinius.  Soz.  iv.  12  fin.  as  being  agents  in  the 
Arianising  of  the  West. 

Petavius  and  Tillemont  considers  this  Confession  to  be  the 
“  blasphemia’  interpolated.  Petavius  throws  out  a  further  con¬ 
jecture,  which  seems  gratuitous,  that  the  whole  of  the  latter  part 
of  the  Creed  is  a  later  addition,  and  that  Liberius  only  signed  the 
former  part.  Animadv.  in  Epiph.  p.  316. 

4.  A.D.  358.  The  Ancyrene  Anathemas. 

The  Semi-Arian  party  had  met  in  Council  at  Ancyra  in  the  early 
spring  of  358  to  protest  against  the  “blasphemia,”  and  that  with 
some  kind  of  correspondence  with  the  Gallic  Bishops  who  had 
just  condemned  it,  Phaebadius  of  Agen  writing  a  Tract  against  it, 
which  is  still  extant.  They  had  drawn  up  and  signed,  besides,  a 
Synodal  Letter,  eighteen  anathemas,  the  last  against  the  “  One  in 
substance.”  These,  except  the  last,  or  the  last  six,  they  submitted 
at  the  end  of  May  to  the  Emperor  who  was  again  at  Sirmium. 
Basil,  Eustathius,  Eleusius,  and  another  formed  the  deputation; 
and  their  influence  persuaded  Constantius  to  accept  the  Ana¬ 
themas,  and  even  to  oblige  the  party  of  Valens,  at  w  hose  “  blas¬ 
phemia”  they  were  levelled,  to  recant  and  subscribe  them. 

5.  A.D.  358.  Semi-Arian  Digest  of  Three  Confessions. 

The  Semi-Arian  Bishops,  pursuing  their  advantage,  composed 
a  Creed  out  of  three,  that  of  the  Dedication,  the  first  Sirmian,  and 
the  Creed  of  Antioch  against  Paul  264 — 270,  in  which  the  “  One 
in  substance”  is  said  to  have  been  omitted  or  forbidden.  Soz.  iv. 
15.  This  Confession  was  imposed  by  Imperial  authority  on  the 
Arian  party,  who  signed  it.  So  did  Liberius,  Soz.  ibid.  Hil.  Fragm. 
vi.  6.  7;  and  Petavius  considers  that  this  is  the  subscription  by 
which  he  lapsed,  de  Trin.  i.  9.  §.  5.  Animadv.  in  Epiph.  p.  316. 
and  S.  Basnage,  in  Ann.  358.  13. 

It  is  a  point  of  controversy  whether  or  not  the  Arians  at  this 
time  suppressed  the  “  blasphemia.”  Socrates  and  Sozomen  say 
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that  they  made  an  attempt  to  recall  the  copies  they  had  issued, 
and  even  obtained  an  edict  from  the  Emperor  for  this  purpose, 
but  without  avail.  Socr.  ii.  30  fin.  Soz.  iv.  6.  p.  543. 

Athanasius,  on  the  other  hand,  as  we  have  seen,  supr.  p.  123, 
relates  this  in  substance  of  the  third  Confession  of  Sirmium,  not 
of  the  “  blasphemia  ’  or  second. 

Tillemont  follows  Socrates  and  Sozomen ;  considering  that 
Basil’s  influence  with  the  Emperor  enabled  him  now  to  insist  on 
a  retractation  of  the  “  blasphemia.”  And  he  argues  that  Germi- 
nius  in  366,  being  suspected  of  orthodoxy,  and  obliged  to  make 
profession  of  heresy,  was  referred  by  his  party  to  the  formulary 
of  Ariminum,  no  notice  being  taken  of  the  “  blasphemia,”  which 
looks  as  if  it  were  suppressed ;  whereas  Germinius  himself  appeals 
to  the  third  Sirmian,  w  hich  is  a  proof  that  it  was  not  suppressed. 
Hil.  Fragm.  15.  Coustant.  in  Hil.  contr.  Const.  26,  though  he 
does  not  adopt  the  opinion  himself,  observes,  that  the  charge 
brought  against  Basil,  Soz.  iv.  132.  Hil.  1.  c.  by  the  Acacians  of 
persuading  the  Africans  against  the  second  Sirmian  is  an  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  great  effort  on  his  part  at  a  time  when  he  had  the 
Court  with  him  to  suppress  it.  We  have  just  seen  Basil  uniting 
with  the  Gallic  Bishops  against  it. 


Xotf. 

I. 

ON 

COUNC. 

Arim. 

AND 

Seleu. 


6.  A.D.  3-59.  The  Confession  icitli  a  dale, 

( third  Sirmian,  supr.  p.  S3.) 

The  Semi-Arians,  with  the  hope  of  striking  a  further  blow  at 
their  opponents  by  a  judgment  against  the  Anomoeans,  Soz.  iv.  16 
init.  seem  to  have  suggested  a  general  Council,  which  ultimately 
became  the  Councils  of  Seleucia  and  Ariminum.  If  this  was  their 
measure,  they  were  singularly  out-manceuvred  by  the  party  of 
Acacius  and  Valens,  as  we  have  seen  in  Athanasius’s  work.  A  pre¬ 
paratory  Conference  was  held  at  Sirmium  at  the  end  of  May  in  this 
year ;  in  which  the  Creed  was  determined  which  should  be  laid 
before  the  great  Councils  which  were  assembling.  Basil  and  Mark 
were  the  chief  Semi-Arians  present,  and  in  the  event  became  com¬ 
mitted  to  an  almost  Arian  Confession.  Soz.  iv.  16.  p.  56 2.  It  was 
finally  settled  on  the  Eve  of  Pentecost,  and  the  dispute  lasted  till 
morning.  Epiph.  Hser.  73.  22.  Mark  at  length  was  chosen  to 
draw  it  up,  Soz.  iv.  22.  p.  573.  yet  Valens  so  managed  that  Basil 
could  not  sign  it  without  an  explanation.  It  was  written  in 
Latin,  Socr.  ii.  30.  Soz.  iv.  17.  p.  563.  Coustant,  however,  in 
Hil.  p.  1152,  note  i,  seems  to  consider  this  dispute  and  Mark's 
confession  to  belong  to  the  same  date  (May  22,)  in  the  foregoing 
year  ;  but  p.  1363,  note  b,  to  change  his  opinion. 

Petavius,  who,  Animadv. in  Epiph. p.318,follows  Socratesin  con¬ 
sidering  that  the  second  Sirmian  is  the  Confession  which  the  Arians 
tried  to  suppress,  nevertheless,  de  Trin.  i.  9-  §•  8.  yields  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Athanasius  in  behalf  of  the  third,  attributing  the  measure  to 
their  dissatisfaction  with  the  phrase  “  Like  in  all  things,”  which 
Constantius  had  inserted,  and  with  Basil’s  explanation  on  sub¬ 
scribing  it,  and  to  the  hopes  of  publishing  a  bolder  creed  which 
their  increasing  influence  with  Constantius  inspired.  He  does 
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Note  not  think  it  impossible,  however,  that  an  attempt  was  made  to 
!•  suppress  both.  Coustant,  again,  in  Hil.  p.  1363,  note  b,  asks  when 
ON  it  could  be  that  the  Eusebians  attempted  to  suppress  the  second 
Arim'  '  Confession ;  and  conjectures  that  the  ridicule  which  followed 
and*  their  dating  of  the  third  and  their  wish  to  get  rid  of  the  “  Like  in 
Sei.eu.  all  things,”  were  the  causes  of  their  anxiety  about  it.  He  observes 
too  with  considerable  speciousness  that  Acacius’s  second  formu¬ 
lary  at  Seleucia  (Confession  ixth,  supr.  p.  123.)  and  the  Confession 
of  Nice  (xth,  supr.  p.  125.)  resemble  second  editions  of  the  third 
Sirmian.  Valesius  in  Socr.  ii.  30.  and  Montfaucon  in  Athan.  Syn. 
§.  29-  take  the  same  side. 

Pagi  in  Ann.  357 •  n.  13.  supposes  that  the  third  Sirmian  was 
the  Creed  signed  by  Liberius.  Yet  Couslant.  in  Hil.  p.  1335, 
note  n,  speaking  of  Liberius’s,  “  perfidia  Ariana,”  as  S.  Hilary  calls 
it,  says,  “  Solus  Valesius  existimat  tertiam  [Yonfessionem]  hie 
memorari whereas  Valesius,  making  four,  not  to  say  five,  Sirmian 
Creeds,  understands  Liberius  to  have  signed,  not  the  third, 
but  an  intermediate  one,  between  the  second  and  third,  as  Peta- 
vius  does,  in  Soz.  iv.  15  and  l6.  Moreover,  Pagi  fixes  the  date  as 
A.  D.  358.  ibid. 

This  Creed,  thus  drawn  up  by  a  Semi-Arian,  with  an  Acacian  or 
Arian  appendix,  then  a  Semi-Arian  insertion,  and  after  all  a  Semi- 
Arian  protest  on  subscription,  was  proposed  at  Seleucia  by 
Acacius,  Soz.  iv.  22.  and  at  Ariminum  by  Valens,  Socr.  ii.  37- 
p.  132. 


7.  A.D.  359.  Nicene  Edition  of  the  third  Sirmian, 

( Tenth  Confession,  supr.  p.  125.) 

The  third  Sirmian  was  rejected  both  at  Seleucia  and  Ariminum ; 
but  the  Eusebians,  dissolving  the  Council  of  Seleucia,  kept  the 
Fathers  at  Ariminum  together  through  the  summer  and  autumn. 
Meanwhile  at  Nice  in  Thrace  they  confirmed  the  third  Sirmian, 
Socr.  ii.  37.  p.  141.  Theod.  Hist.  ii.  16.  with  the  additional 
proscription  of  the  word  hypostasis ;  apparently  lest  the  Latins 
should  by  means  of  it  evade  the  condemnation  of  the  “  One  in 
substance.”  This  Creed,  thus  altered,  was  ultimately  accepted  at 
Ariminum;  and  was  confirmed  in  January  360  at  Constantinople ; 
Socr.  ii.  41.  p.  153.  Soz.  iv.  24  init: 

Liberius  retrieved  his  fault  on  this  occasion;  for,  whatever  was 
the  confession  he  had  signed,  he  now  refused  his  assent  to  the 
Ariminian,  and,  if  Socrates  is  to  be  trusted,  was  banished  in  con¬ 
sequence,  Socr.  ii.  37-  p.  140. 


NOTE  on  Page  147. 

On  the  alleged  Confession  of  Antioch  against  Paul  of 

Samosata. 

A  number  of  learned  writers  have  questioned  the  fact,  testified  Note 
by  three  Fathers,  S.  Athanasius,  S.  Basil,  and  S.  Hilary,  of  the  II. 
rejection  of  the  word  oftoavno*  in  the  Antiochene  Council  against  0N 
Paul  between  A.D.  26t — 270.  It  must  be  confessed  that  both  S. 
Athanasius  and  S.  Hilary  speak  from  the  statements  of  the  Semi-  AXD’ 
arians,  without  having  seen  the  document  which  the  latter  hadSELEu. 
alleged,  while  S.  Basil  who  speaks  for  certain  lived  later.  It  must 
also  be  confessed,  that  S.  Hilary  differs  from  the  two  other  Fathers 
in  the  reason  he  gives  for  the  rejection  of  the  word.  There  is, 
however,  a  further  argument  urged  against  the  testimony  of  the 
three  Fathers  of  a  different  kind.  A  Creed,  containing  the  word, 
is  found  in  the  acts  of  the  Council  of  Ephesus  431,  purporting  to 
be  a  Definition  of  faith  “of  the  Nicene  Council,  touching  the 
Incarnation,  and  an  Exposition  against  Paul  of  Samosata.”  This 
Creed,  which,  (it  is  supposed,)  is  by  mistake  referred  to  the  Nicene 
Council,  is  admitted  as  genuine  by  Baronius,  J.  Forbes,  Instr.  Hist. 

Theol.  i.  4.  §.  1.  Le  Moyne,  Var.  Sacr.  t.  2.  p.255.  Wormius,  Hist. 

Sabell.  p.  116 — 119.  (vid.  Routh  Ilell.  t.  2.  p.  523.)  Simon  de 
Magistris,  Praef.  ad  Dionys.  Alex.  p.  xl.  Feverlin.  Diss.  de  P.  Samos. 

§.f).  Molkenbuhr,  Dissert.  Crit.  4.  Kern,  Disqu.  Hist.  Crit.  on  the 
subject;  Dr.  Burton  in  Faber’s  Apostolicity  of  Trinitarianism, 
vol.  ii.  p.  302.  and  Mr.  Faber  himself.  As,  however,  I  cannot  but 
agree  with  the  President  of  Magdalen  1.  c.  that  the  Creed  is  of  a 
later  date,  (in  his  opinion,  post  lites  exortas  Nestorianas,)  or  at  least 
long  after  the  time  of  Paul  of  Samosata,  I  will  here  set  down  one 
or  two  peculiarities  in  it  which  make  me  think  so. 

The  Creed  is  found  in  Harduin  Concil.  t.  1.  p.  1640.  Routh, 

Rell.  t.  2.  p.  524.  Dionys.  Alex.  Oper.  Rom.  1696  Q1796J.  p.  289- 
Burton,  Testimonies,  p.  397 — 3 99-  Faber,  Trinitarianism,  vol.  2. 
p.  287- 

1.  Now  first,  the  Creed  in  question  has  these  words:  oAo»  opooi<rn>t 
dici  Kent  fAija  tow  trapetros,  a.K\  ovfi  jojotA  to  iraltono  o^ooworov  too  h£.  Now 
to  enter  upon  the  use  of  the  word  o^oowo-io'/,  as  applied  to  the  Holy 
Trinity,  would  be  foreign  to  my  subject ;  and  to  refer  to  the 
testimony  of  the  three  Fathers,  would  be  assuming  the  point  at 
issue ;  but  still  there  are  other  external  considerations  besides, 
which  may  well  be  taken  into  account. 

(l)  And  first  the  Fathers  speak  of  it  as  a  new  term,  i.  e.  in 
Creeds,  “To  meet  the  irreligion  of  the  Arian  heretics,  the  Fathers 
framed  the  new  name  Homoiision.”  August,  in  Joann.  97-  n.  4.  He 
says  that  it  was  misunderstood  at  Aluminum  “  propter  novitatem 
verbi.”  contr.  Maxim,  ii.  3.  though  it  was  the  legitimate  “  off¬ 
spring  of  the  ancient  faith.”  Vigilius  also  says,  “  an  ancient 
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Note  subject  received  the  new  name  Homoiision.”  Disp.  Ath.  et  Ar.  t.  v. 

II.  p.6'95.  (the  paging  wrong.)  Bibl.  P.  Col.  1  f»  1 8.  vid.  Le  Moyne. 
Co^c  Var.  Sacr.  1.  c. 

A  rim.  (2)  Next  Sozomen  informs  us,  Hist.  iv.  15.  (as  we  have  seen 

and  above,  p.  1 62.)  that  the  Creed  against  Paul  was  used  by  the  Semi- 
Seleo.  arians  at  Sirtnium,  A.D.  35S,  in  order  to  the  composition  of  the 
Confession  which  Liberius  signed.  Certainly  then,  if  this  be  so, 
we  cannot  suspect  it  of  containing  the  ifcoovrun. 

(3)  Again,  we  have  the  evidence  of  the  Semi-arians  themselves  to 
the  same  point  in  the  documents  which  Epiphanius  has  preserved, 
Haer.  73.  They  there  appeal  to  the  Council  against  Paul  as  an 
authority  for  the  use  of  the  word  01 W«e,  and  thereby  to  justify  then- 
own  oiiaiovTiov ;  which  they  would  hardly  have  done,  if  that  Council 
had  sanctioned  the  opoovnov  as  well  as  ovtlx.  But  moreover,  as  we 
have  seen,  supr.  p.  162.  the  last  Canon  of  their  Council  of  Ancyra 
actually  pronounced  anathema  upon  the  ouooutnor ;  but  if  so,  with 
what  face  could  they  appeal  to  a  Council  which  made  profession 
of  it  ? 

(4)  And  there  is  nothing  improbable  in  the  Antiochene  Council 
having  suppressed  or  disowned  it ;  on  the  contrary,  under  their 
circumstances  it  was  almost  to  be  expected.  The  Fathers  con¬ 
cerned  in  the  first  proceedings  against  Paul,  Dionysius,  Gregory  of 
Neocaesarea,  Athenodorus,  and  perhaps  Firmilian,  were  immediate 
disciples  of  Origen,  who  is  known  to  have  been  very  jealous  of 
the  corporeal  ideas  concerning  the  Divine  Nature  which  Paul  (ac¬ 
cording  to  Athanasius  and  Basil)  imputed  to  the  word  smm inoi. 
There  were  others  of  the  Fathers  who  are  known  to  have  used 
language  of  a  material  cast,  and  from  the  n  he  pointedly  differs. 
Tertullian  speaks  of  the  Divine  Substance  as  a  corpus,  in  Prax. 
7-  and  he  adopts  the  Valentinian  word  7r^oj3oXyi,  as  Justin  had  used 

yimpx,  (vid.  supr.  p.  97,  note  h.)  whereas  Origen  in 
his  controversy  with  Candidus,  who  was  of  that  heresy,  condemns 
it ;  and  he  speaks  in  strong  language  against  the  work  of  Melito 
of  Sardis,  mgl  Ivtu^cItov  in  Genes.  Fragm.  t.  2.  p.  25.  whom  he 
accuses  of  teaching  it.  vid.  also  de  Orat.  23.  His  love  of  Pla¬ 
tonism  would  tend  the  same  way,  for  the  Platonists,  in  order  to 
mark  their  idea  of  the  perfection  and  simplicity  of  the  Divine 
Nature,  were  accustomed  to  consider  It  “  above  substance.” 

Thus  Plotinus  calls  the  Divine  Being  the  “origin  of  being  and 
more  excellent  than  substance.”  5  Ennead  v.  11.  and  says  that  He 
“transcends  all,  and  is  the  cause  of  them,  but  is  not  they.”  ibid, 
c.  ult.  The  views  of  physical  necessity  too,  which  the  material 
system  involved,  led  him  to  speak  of  His  energy  and  will  being 
His  substance.  6  Enn.  viii.  13.  And  hence  Origen;  “  Nor  doth 
God  partake  of  substance,  rather  He  is  partaken,  than  partakes.” 
contr.  Cels.  vi.  64.  And  thus  the  word  vtipovt-iov  is  used  by 
Pseudo-Dion,  de  div.  nom.  i.  n.  2.  whose  Platonic  tone  of  thought 
is  well  known  ;  as  by  S.  Maximus,  “  Properly  substance  is  not 
predicated  of  God,  for  He  is  vmgovtno;.”  in  Pseudo- Dion,  de  div. 
nom.  v.  init.  Vid.  also  Dam.  F.  O.  i.  4.  and  8.  pp.  137-  147-  while 
S.  Greg.  Naz.  also  speaks  of  Him  as  turig  tv>v  ovrixi.  Orat.  6.  12. 

Nay  further,  in  Joann,  t.  20.  l6.  Origen  goes  so  far  as  to  object 
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to  the  phrase  U  t?«  oCo-ix;  tov  ysysv» rirtcti  7ov  vier,  but  still  Kote 

assigning  the  reason  that  such  a  phrase  introduced  the  notion  of  a  II. 
puams,  or  the  like  corporeal  notions,  into  our  idea  of  God.  ox 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add,  that  there  was  no  more  frequent 
charge  against  the  optovnot  in  the  mouths  of  the  Arians,  AND 
than  that  it  involved  the  Gnostic  and  Manichaean  doctrine  of  Seleu. 
materiality  in  the  Divine  Nature,  vid.  supr.  p.  J  7,  note  1.  p.  63, 
note  h. 

Again  we  know  also  that  S.  Dionysius  did  at  first  decline  or  at 
least  shrink  from  the  word  ofioovmov ,  accepting  it  only  when  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  urged  it  upon  him.  But  an  additional  reason 
for  such  reluctance  is  found  in  the  rise  of  Manicheism  just  in  the 
time  of  these  Councils  against  Paul,  a  heresy  which  adopted  the 
word  ofioov mov  in  its  view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Trinity, 
and  that  in  a  material  sense;  so  that  the  very  circumstances  of 
the  case  exactly  fall  in  with  and  bear  out  the  account  of  their 
rejection  of  the  word  given  by  the  two  Fathers. 

(5)  Nor  is  there  any  thing  in  S.  Hilary's  reason  for  it  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  testimony  of  S.  Athanasius  and  S.  Basil.  Both 
accounts  may  be  true  at  once.  The  philosophical  sense  of  ov-ix, 
as  we  have  seen,  supr.  p.  152,  note  a,  was  that  of  an  individual  or 
unit.  When  then  the  word  oucovnos  was  applied  to  the  Second  Per¬ 
son  in  the  Blessed  Trinity,  or  He  was  said  to  be  of  one  subslance  with 
the  Father,  such  a  doctrine,  to  those  who  admitted  of  no  mystery 
in  the  subject,  involved  one  of  two  errors,  according  as  the  ovc-ix 
was  considered  a  spiritual  substance  or  a  material.  Either  it  implied 
that  the  Son  of  God  was  a  part  of  God,  or  ofioove-iov,  which  was 
the  Manichscan  doctrine ;  or  if  the  ovtrlx  were  immaterial,  then,  since 
it  denoted  an  individual  being,  the  phrase  “  one  in  substance” 
involved  Sabellianism.  Paul  then  might  very  naturally  have  urged 
this  dilemma  upon  the  Council,  and  said,  “  Your  doctrine  implies 
the  optoounov,  which  is  Manichaean,  unless  it  be  taken,  as  1  am 
willing  to  take  it,  in  a  Sabellian  sense.”  And  thus  it  might  be  at 
once  true  as  Athanasius  says,  that  Paul  objected,  “  Unless  Christ 
has  of  man  become  God,  it  follows  that  He  is  One  in  substance 
with  the  Father;  and  if  so,  of  necessity  there  are  three  sub¬ 
stances,  &c.”  supr.  §.  45.  and  also,  according  to  Hilary’s  testimony, 

“  Homoiision  Samosatenus  confessus  est ;  sed  nunquid  melius 
Ariani  negaverunt  ?”  de  Syn.  86. 

2.  The  Creed  also  says,  /xitx  tks  Piot!)tos  av  kxtx  trx^KX  Iftoolru; 
if*7v. 

There  are  strong  reasons  for  saying  that  the  phrase  ofittivits  ifuv 
is  of  a  date  far  later  than  the  Council  of  Antioch. 

(1)  Waterland  considers  the  omission  of  the  phrase  in  the 
Athanasian  Creed  as  an  argument  that  it  was  written  not  lower 
than  Eutychian  times,”  A.D.  451.  “  A  tenet,”  he  observes  of  it, 

“  expressly  held  by  some  of  the  ecclesiastical  writers  before 
Eutyches’s  time,  but  seldom  or  never  omitted  in  the  Creeds  or 
Confessions  about  that  time,  or  after.  To  be  convinced,”  he 
proceeds,  “  of  the  truth  of  this  ....  article,  one  need  but  look 
into  the  Creeds  and  Formularies  of  those  times,  viz.  into  that  of 
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Note  Turribius  of  Spain  in  447,  of  Flavian  of  Constantinople,  as  also 
of  Pope  Leo  in  449,  of  the  Chalcedon  Council  in  451,  of  Pope 
Counc  ^e^'x  m  >n  485,  and  Anastasius  II  in  496,  and  of  the  Church  of 
A  is im!  Alexandria  in  the  same  year  ;  as  also  into  those  of  Pope  J I  ormisdas, 
and  and  the  Churches  of  Syria,  and  Fulgentiu«,  and  the  Emperor 
Seleu.  Justinian,  and  Pope  John  IT,  and  Pope  Pelagius  I,  within  the 
Cth  century.  In  all  which  we  shall  find  either  express  denial  of 
one  nature,  or  express  affirmation  of  two  natures,  or  the  doctrine  of 
Christ’s  consnbst anlin li ty  with  us,  or  all  three  together,  though  they 
arc  all  omitted  in  the  Athanasian  Creed."  vol.  iv.  p.  247- 

(2)  The  very  fact  of  Eutyches  denying  it  seems  to  shew  that 
the  phrase  was  not  familiar,  or  at  least  generally  received,  in  the 
Church  before.  “  Up  to  this  day,’’  he  says  in  the  Council  of 
Constantinople,  A.D.  448,  “  I  have  never  said  that  the  Body  of 
our  Lord  and  God  was  consubstantial  with  us,  but  I  confess  that 
the  Holy  Virgin  was  consubstantial  with  us,  and  that  our  God 
was  incarnate  of  her.”  Cone.  t.  2.  p.  lG4,  5.  The  point  at  issue, 
as  in  other  controversies,  seems  to  have  been  the  reception  or  re¬ 
jection  of  a  phrase,  which  on  the  one  hand  was  as  yet  hut  in  local 
or  private  use,  and  on  the  other  was  well  adapted  to  exclude  the 
nascent  heresy.  The  Eutychians  denied  in  like  manner  the  word 
cpvrif,  which,  it  must  be  confessed,  was  seldom  used  till  their  date, 
when  the  doctrine  it  expressed  came  into  dispute.  And  so  of  the 
phrase  cfioovn»t  Trar^i,  and  of  v7roTTetn' ;  vid.  Note,  supr.  p.  71- 
Now  the  phrase  “  consubstantial  with  us”  seems  to  have  been  in¬ 
troduced  at  the  time  of  the  Apollinarian  controversy,  and  was  natu¬ 
rally  the  Catholic  counter-statement  to  the  doctrine  of  Apollinaris 
that  Christ’s  body  was  “  consubstantial  to  the  Godhead;”  a  doctrine 
which,  as  Athanasius  tells  us,  ad  Epict.  2.  was  new  to  the  world 
when  the  Apollinarians  brought  it  forward,  and,  according  to 
Epiphanius,  was  soon  abandoned  by  them,  Harr.  77,  25.  It  is 
natural  then  to  suppose  that  the  antagonist  phrase,  which  is  here  in 
question,  came  into  use  at  that  date,  and  continued  or  was  dropped 
according  to  the  prevalence  of  the  heretical  tenet.  Moreover  both 
sections  into  which  the  Apollinarians  .soon  split,  seemed  to  have 
agreed  to  receive  the  phrase  “  consubstantial  with  us,"  and  only 
disputed  whether  it  continued  to  be  predicable  of  our  Lord’s  body 
on  and  after  its  union  with  the  divine  Nature,  vid.  Leont.  de  fraud. 
Apollin.  and  this  of  course  would  be  an  additional  reason  against 
the  general  Catholic  adoption  of  the  phrase.  It  occurs  how’ever 
in  the  Creed  of  John  of  Antioch,  A.D.  about  431,  on  which  -S.  Cyril 
was  reconciled  to  him.  Rustic,  contr.  Aceph.  p.  799-  hut  this  is 
only  twenty-one  years  before  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  in  which 
the  phrase  was  formally  received,  as  the  focuciet  ra  war was  re¬ 
ceived  at  Nieaea.  ibid.  p.  805. 

The  counter-statement  more  commonly  used  by  the  orthodox  to 
that  of  the  flesh  being  0£OTr,Tt,  was  not  “  consubstantial  with 

us,”  but  “consubstantial  with  Mary.”  S.  Amphilochius  speaks  thus 
generally,  “  It  is  plain  that  the  holy  Fathers  said  that  the  Son  was 
consubstantial  with  His  Father  according  to  the  Godhead  and  con- 
substantial  with  His  Mother  according  to  the  manhood.”  apud.  Phot. 
Bibl.  p.  789-  Proclus,  A.D.  434,  uses  the  word  o^ctpvXti,  and  still 
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with  “  the  Virgin.”  tm  orocrgi  kxtx  t»i*  hoT> )T«  ofxooutrui,  turut;  o  xvrog  xxi  Note 
t?  xxfuM  xxtx  t>j»  fx(>kx  ofioQvXo;.  ad  Arm.  p.  6l8.  circ.  init.  vid.  also  II. 
p.  613  fin.p.6l8.  He  uses  the  wordofoeovo-io*  frequently  of  the  Divine  0N 
Nature  as  above,  yet  this  does  not  suggest  the  other  use  of  it.  An- 
other  term  is  used  by  Athanasius,  to*  x-xr^i  xxrx  -rnuux,  ifui  AN1) ' 

31  xxtx  <tx(xx.  apud  Theod.  Eranist.  ii.  p.  139-  Or  again  that  He  Seleu 
took  flesh  of  Mary,  e.g.  tux,  ix  Mulcts  aXX  \x  rife  ixurtu  tutrixt;  eafxx.  ~ 
ad  Epict.  2.  Or  rixuts  Hv^axc;,  e  g.  Procl.  ad  Arm.  p.  613. 
which,  though  Apollinaris  denied,  Eutyches  allowed,  Concil.  t.  2. 
p.  157-  Leon.  Ep.  21. 

However,  S.  Eustathius  (A.  D.  325.)  says  that  our  Lord’s 
soul  was  tx7s  i].v%x7s  rat  xit^arrut  ofxoovtriot;,  Litr-xi(>  xxi  n  0"<ig|  oftooutritg 
t?  ri *  «*( ig»V<a*  tra^xl.  ap.  Theod.  Eranist.  i.  p.  56.  vid.  also  Leon, 
contr.  Nestor,  et  Eutych.  p.  977-  and  S.  Ambrose,  ibid.  Dial.  ii. 
p.  139-  ofioevntt  ra  orecrgi  xxtu  t*iv  itirtiTX,  xxi  tfiooutriot  ku7v  xxrx  t i* 
a»^a/jroTnTa,  but  the  genuineness  of  the  whole  extract  is  extremely 
doubtful,  as  indeed  the  Benedictines  almost  grant,  t.  2.  p.  729- 
Waterland,  Athan.  Creed,  ch.  7-  p-  254'.  seems  to  think  the  internal 
evidence  strong  against  its  genuineness,  but  yields  to  the  ex¬ 
ternal;  and  Coustant.  App.  Epist.  Pont.  Rom.  p.  79.  considers 
Leontius  a  different  author  from  the  Leontius  de  Sectis,  on 
account  of  his  mistakes.  Another  instance  is  found  in  Theophilus 
ap.  Theod.  Eranist.  ii.  p.  154. 

This  contrast  becomes  stronger  still  when  we  turn  to  documents 
of  the  alleged  date  of  the  Confession.  A  letter  of  one  of  the 
Councils  263 — 270,  or  of  some  of  its  Bishops,  is  still  extant,  and 
exhibits  a  very  different  phraseology.  Instead  of  ofxooutriog  yfii  we 
find  the  vaguer  expressions,  not  unlike  Athanasius,  & c.  of  the  Son 
“  being  made  flesh  and  made  man,"  and  “  the  Body  from  the 
Virgin,"  and  “  man  of  the  seed  of  David,”  and  “  partaking  of  flesh 
and  blood.”  Routh  Rell.  t.  2.  p.  473.  And  the  use  of  the  word  tutrix 
is  different ;  and  its  derivatives  are  taken  to  convey  the  idea,  neither 
of  the  divine  nature  of  our  Lord  nor  the  human,  but  of  the  divine 
nature  substantiated  or  become  a  substance,  in  the  material  world ; 
almost  as  if  under  the  feeling  that  God  in  Himself  is  above  sub¬ 
stance,  as  I  had  just  now  occasion  to  mention.  E.  g.  Pseudo- 
Dionysius  asks  7rt>{  0  uni goveio;  l^troui  xt6^a>7ro<puix7f  uXnfcixis  ouriurxt. 

Myst.  Theol.  iii.  vid.  also  de  Div.  Nom.  i.  2.  and  Epist.  4. 

Hence  Africanus  says,  ovs-ix*  't\y,v  ounuhi;,  ro$  xiyirxi. 

African.  C’hron.  ap.  Routh  t.  2.  p.  125.  In  like  manner  the 
Antiochene  Fathers  insist,  xxti  Xgarro;,  V*  xxi  to  xut'o  <2*  rr,  tutrix. 

Routh  Rel.  t.  2.  p.  474.  and  Malchion  at  the  same  Council 
accuses  Paul  of  not  admitting  ouriatrixi  1*  t»  oXx  o-utx^i  t 0*  vi'or 
to*  fxtityux.  ibid.  p.  476.  or  that  the  Son  was  “  substantially 
present  in  the  whole  Saviour.”  vid.  also  p.  485.  In  all  these  pas¬ 
sages  tutrix  is  used  for  nothing  else  than  substance,  whereas  in  the 
phrase  i^ttunot  it  rather  stands  for  tpirii  or  ybo;.  And  so 
much  was  the  fonner  its  meaning  in  the  earlier  times  that  Llip- 
polytus  plainly  denies  that  men  are  one  substance  one  with 
another ;  for  he  asks,  xxt tss  e*  traftx  ir/xiv  xxrx  t*i*  outrixi ;  contr. 

Noet.  7*  And  this  moreover  altogether  agrees  with  what  was 
said  above,  that  in  Paul’s  argument  against  the  ofttoutnoi  xxt gl  the 
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Arim. 


word  cvtrix  was  taken  (and  rightly)  in  what  Aristotle  as  Anastasius, 
Ilodeg.  6.  p.  9h.  and  Theorian  Leg.  p.  441 .  after  him,  assigns  as  the 
proper  sense  of  the  word,  viz.  an  individual,  and  not  a  common 
nature. 


AND 

Seleu.  3.  The  Creed  also  speaks  of  our  Lord  as  s»  'trti-a  <rii6iTti 
Oc  (tirnTOi  ov^eeiiov  kui  xrt)j>a>7rtixs  irx^KOf. 

Now  the  word  <ri»6tTor,  in  the  Latin  compositum,  is  found  in  the 
fragment  of  Malchion's  disputation  in  the  Council.  Routh  Rell. 
t.  2.  p.  476.  But  7igotrft>5T6ir  and  vyiBt ret  ndrui to>  seem  to  me  of  a 
later  date. 

The  word  persona,  applied  to  our  Lord  in  His  two  natures  and 
in  contrast  with  them,  is  to  be  found  in  Tertull.  contr.  Prax.  27- 
Though,  however,  it  was  not  absolutely  unknown  to  ecclesiastical 
authors,  this  is  a  very  rare  instance  of  its  early  occurrence. 

We  also  find  Novatian  de  Trin.  21.  speaking  of  the  “regula 
circa  Personam  Christi;”  and  considering  his  great  resemblance  to 
Teitullian,  it  may  be  supposed  that  persona  here  denotes,  not 
merely  our  Lord's  subsistence  in  the  Holy  Trinity,  but  in  His 
two  natures.  But  on  the  other  hand,  he  uses  Christus  absolutely 
for  the  Second  Person  all  through  his  Treatise,  e  g.  9  init.  “  Regula 
veritatis  docet  nos  credere  post  palrem  etiam  in  Filium  Dei  Christum 
Jesum,  Dominion  Deum  nostrum,  sed  Dei  filium,  &c.”  Again, 
“Christus  habet  gloriam  ante  mundi  institutionem.  lfi.  vid.  also 
13.  where  he  speaks  of  Christ  being  made  flesh,  as  if  the  name 
were  synonymous  with  “Word”  in  the  text,  John  1,  14.  And, 
moreover,  subsequently  to  “persona  Christi,” he  goes  on  to  speak 
of  “ secundam  personam  post  Pattern .”  26  and  31.  vid.  also  27. 

However,  in  spite  of  these  instances,  one  might  seem  to  say 
confidently,  if  a  negative  can  be  proved,  that  it  was  not  in 
common  use  at  soonest  before  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century, 
and  perhaps  not  till  much  later. 

(1.)  I  have  not  discovered  it  in  S.  Athanasius’s  treatises  against 
Apollinarianism,  which  were  written  about  370,  except  in  two 
places,  which  shall  be  spoken  of  presently.  Nor  in  S.  Gregory 
Naz.’s  Ep.  202.  ad  Nectar,  and  Ep.  101.  102.  ad  Cledon.  Nor  in 
S.  Gregory  Nyssen.  Fragm.  in  Apoliinarem.  Nor  in  Theodoret’s 
Eranistes,  except  in  one  place,  in  a  Testimony,  given  to  S.  Ambrose, 
and  which  has  already  been  mentioned  as  probably  spurious.  Nor 
is  it  found  in  the  Creed  of  Damasus,  by  whom  Apollinaris  was 
condemned,  vid.  Epp  2  and  3  ;  nor  among  the  testimonies  of  the 
Fathers  cited  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus;  nor  in  Epiphanius’s 
Creed,  Ancor.  121.  vid.  also  75. 

(2.)  It  is  not  used  in  passages  where  it  might  have  been  ex¬ 
pected,  but  other  modes  of  speech  are  usual  instead  ;  and  that  by 
a  sort  of  rule,  so  as  to  make  them  almost  technical,  or  with  such 
variety  of  expression  as  pointedly  to  mark  the  omission  ;  e.  g. 
for  “  two  natures  and  one  Person”  we  always  find  tvx.  xXM,  xXXo, — 
tif, —  a, — 0  xi/TOf.  &c.  &C. 

S.  Irenaeus: — Xon  ergo altcrnm  filium  hominisnovitEvangelium, 
nisi  hunc  qui  ex  Maria,  &c.  et  eundem  hunc  passum  resurrex- 
isse  .  .  .  Etsi  lingua  quidem  confitentur  iinum  Jesum  Christum, 
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.  .  .  alter um  quidem  passum,  et  natum,  &c.  et  esse  alterum  eorum,  Note 
9cc.  Hasr.  iii.  16.  n.  5.  6.  unus  quidem  el  idem  existens,  n.  7.  per  H' 
multa  dividens  Filium  Dei.  n.  8.  inmm  el  eundem,  ibid.  Si  alter 
.  .  .  alter,  .  .  .  quoniam  unurn  eum  novit  Apostolus,  &c.  n.  9-  The  AriMi" 
passage  upon  the  subject  is  extended  to  c.  xxiv.  and 

S.  Ambrose: — Unus  in  utraque  [^divinitate  et  carne]  lo-  Seleu. 
quitur  Dei  Filius ;  quia  in  eodem  utraque  natura  est ;  et  si  idem 
loquitur,  non  uno  semper  loquitur  modo.  de  fid.  ii.  9.  vid.  58. 

Non  divisus  sed  units  ;  quia  utrumque  unus,  et  unus  in  utroque  .  .  . 
non  enim  alter  ex  Patre,  alter  ex  Virgine,  sed  idem  aliter  ex  Pater, 
aliter  ex  Virgine,  de  Incarn.  35.  vid.  47-  75.  and  Non  enim  quod 
ejusdem  substantiae  est,  unus,  sed  unum  est,  77.  where  persona 
follows  of  the  Holy  Trinity. 

S.  Hilary  : — Non  alius  filius  hominis  quam  qui  filius  Dei  est 
neque  alius  in  forma  Dei  quam  qui  in  forma  servi  perfectus  homo 
natus  est; ....  habens  in  se  et  totum  verumque  quod  homo  est,  et 
totum  verumque  quod  Deus  eT.  de  Trim  x.  19.  Cum  ipse  ille 
filius  hominis  ipse  sit  qui  et  filius  Dei,  quia  totus  hominis  filius 
totus  Dei  filius  sit,  &c.  .  .  .  Natus  autem  est,  non  ut  esset  alius 
atque  alius,  sed  ut  ante  hominem  Deus,  sucipiens  hominem, 
homo  et  Deus  possit  intelligi.  ibid.  22.  Non  potest  .  .  .  ita  ab  se 
dividuus  esse,  ne  Christus  sit ;  cum  non  alius  Christus,  quam  qui 
in  forma  Dei,  & c.  neque  alius  quam  qui  natus  est,  &c.  . . .  neque  alius 
quam  qui  est  mortuus,  &c  in  ccelis  autem  non  alius  sit  quam  qui 
&c.  ibid,  ut  non  idem  fuerit  qui  et.  &c  ibid.  50.  Totum  ei  Deus 
Verbum  est,  totum  ei  homo  Christus  est,  .  .  .  nec  Christum  aliud 
credere  quam  Jesum,  nec  Jesum  aliud  praedicare  quam  Christum. 

52. 

And  in  like  manner  S.  Athanasius  aaXAa?,  atAAa?-  sregej,  ernes' 
i if  r-Xt  xiitof  Txi/TOf  xhixi^ Eros,  Ol'at.  iv.  §.  15  and  29.  atAAaj,  aaAAe;. 

§.  30.  s'yac  y.xi  t«*  ai/ray.  §.  31.  ovy,  row  Aayeo  Kifcagnrfitov.  ibid.  Toy 

a;  xvtov  Xtiph.trx,  oi  y.xi  /irae-icci  irtmuirai ,  aavO^aairoy  xtt  xvtov  %wgi(^ovtri. 
ibid,  rijy  itix^  ^xtttoi  (turn.  §.  32.  ra  hiot  Vv  xxi  X7rXovt  p.vn»igiov.  ibid. 

T>iy  £y ottitx.  ibid  aAay  aciiray  cay^aaaray  ts  xxi  hot  opov.  §.  35.  vid.  espe¬ 
cially  the  long  discussion  in  Orat.  iii.  §.  30 — 58.  where  there  is 
hardly  a  technical  term. 

Other  instances  of  ecclesiastical  language  are  as  follows:  — 
Medium  inter  Deum  ethominum  substantiam  gerens.  Lactant.  Instit. 
iv.  13.  hot  xxi  xt^uxot  riXuot  o  coin  of  Meliton.  apud  Routh,  Rell. 
i.  p.  115.  ex  eo  quod  Deus  est,  et  ex  illo  quod  homo  . .  .  permixtus 
etsociatus  . . .  alterum  vident,  alterum  non  vident.  Novat.  de  Trin. 

25.  vid.  also  11,  14,  21,  and  24.  duos  Christos  .  .  .  unum,  alium. 
Pamphil.  Apol.  ap.  Routh,  Rell.  t.  4.  p.  320.  i>  xvto$  itrnv  iii  argaj 
ixvrot  arxvTut  iy^t  Greg.  Nyss.  t.  2.  p.  6y6.  'it x  kxi  Tot  xiiTot.  Greg. 

NaZ.  Ep.  101.  p.  85-  aaAAe  pit  Kxi  «AAo  tx  e|  ut  a  Z«r ijg.  ovk  aaAAaj 
c£  xxi  aeAAoj.  p.  86. 

Vid.  also  Athan.  contr.  Apollin.  i.  10  fin  11.  fin.  13,  e.  16.  b.  ii. 

1  init.  5.  e.  12.  e.  18.  circ.  fin.  Theoph.  apud  Theod.  Eranist.  ii. 
p.  154.  Hilar,  ibid.  p.  1 62.  Attic,  ibid.  p.  1 67-  Jerom.  in  Joan, 
leros.  35. 

A  corresponding  phraseology  and  omission  of  the  term  “  per¬ 
son”  is  found  in  the  undoubted  Epistle  of  the  Antiochene  Fathers; 


172 


Alleged  Confession  of  Antioch 


NOTE  TO  lx  tS{  xaft-fov  viux  y^otf/xxxt  1*1  to  7tA» jjWKot  r»j?  ^lorijroj  xvpxnxu;  , 

II.  Tr  013TIJTJ  aTJETTtfJ  IjlUTKi  XXI  TltlOXoir,TXl'  ou  yx^if  0  XVTOf  #10$  xa/  a»- 

ON  x.  r.  A.  Routh,  Rell.  t.  2.  J).  473.  M»T»  x.xt  i  Xpir to;  too  tJj 

A  RIM  ^*5*®***$  VVOpXVTCCl.  KecOo  X{I0*T Of  6*  TC  «fT0  O'*  T>J  0V71O..  lDlCl. 

AND  p*  47 4.  f<  aAAo  ^0£F  .  .  «AAe  3e  .  .  .  Jyo  ta'oy;.  ibid.  p.  485.  And  SO 
Seleu.  Malchion,  Unus  factus  est  .  .  .  unitate  subsistens,  &c.  ibid.  p.  476. 

(3)  It  is  indisputable  too  that  the  word  x^iretxti  is  from  time 
to  time  used  of  our  Lord  by  the  early  writers  in  its  ordinary 
vague  sense,  which  is  inconceivable  if  it  were  already  received 
in  creeds  as  an  ecclesiastical  symbol. 

E.  g.  S.  Clement  calls  the  Son  the  “  person"  or  countenance, 
5r{oir6/?ro»,  “  of  the  Father.”  Strom,  v.  6.  p.  665.  and  Paedag.  i.  7- 
p.  132.  vid.  also  Strom,  vii.  10.  p.  886.  And  so  If  ■x^otuxu  xxt(^, 
Theoph.  ad  Autol.  ii.  22.  (vid.  supr.  p.  1 14,  note  d.)  and  even  Cyril 
Alex.  Dial.  v.  p.  554.  Vid.  also  Cyril.  Catech.xii.  14fin.  ofoeioor^oo-aooreF. 
Chrysostom  speaks  of  JtA  xehrvxx,  i.  e.  human  and  divine,  [tifx  xxtd. 
TKf  vxorTxtrif,  in  Hebr.  Horn.  iii.  1  fin.  where  too  he  has  just  been 
speaking  against  Paul  of  Samosata,  against  whom  the  Creed  which 
we  are  examining  is  alleged  to  have  been  written,  vid.  also  Amphi- 
loch.  ap.  Theod.  Eranist.  i.  p.  67-  who  speaks  of  Christ  as  saying, 
“  My  Father  is  greater  than  I,”  “  from  the  flesh  and  not  ex  xporuxoi 
t?5  Amthto;.”  In  these  passages  x^ixuxot  seems  to  stand  for  character , 
as  is  not  unusual  in  Athanasius,  vid.  supr.  p.  22,  note  z,  where 
instances  are  given.  And  thus  I  would  explain  those  passages 
referred  to  just  above,  in  which  he  seems  to  use  x^iruxoj  for 
person,  in  Apoll.  ii.  2  and  10.  viz.  ii  (hxi^uru  x^opcixut,  which  Le 
Quien  (in  Damasc.  dialect.  43.)  most  unnecessarily  calls  an  instance, 
and  as  he  thinks  solitary,  of  -x ^raxor  being  used  for  nature,  though 
Athan.  in  one  of  the  two  passages  explains  the  word  himself,  speak¬ 
ing  of  ixut » itopd-tut.  And  this  seems  a  truer  explanation,  though 
perhaps  less  natural,  than  to  render  it  (supr.  p.  22.)  “  not  as  if  there 
were  division  of  persons.”  These  passages  of  Athan.  might  make  us 
less  decisive  than  Montfaucon  as  to  the  internal  evidence  against 
the  fragment  given  in  t.  i.  p.  129L  He  says,  after  Sirmond  in 
Facund.  xi.  2.  that  it  contains  a  doctrine  “  ab  Athanasiank  penitus 
abhorrentem and  this,  because  the  Latin  version,  (another 
reason,  but  of  a  different  kind,  why  it  is  difficult  to  judge  of  it,) 
speaks  broadly  of  “  duas  personas,  unam  circa  hominem,  alteram 
circa  Verbum.”  But  besides  the  above  instances,  we  find  the  same 
use  in  an  extract  from  a  work  of  Hippolytus  preserved  by  Leontius, 
Hippol.  t  2.  p.  45.  where  he  speaks  of  Christ  as  7.-50 rdxui  ui-ixr,;, 
God  and  men. 

Again  S.  Hilary  speaks  of  utriusque  naturm  personam,  de  Trin. 
ix.  14.  ejus  hominis  quam  assumpsit  persona,  in  Psalm  63.  n.  3. 
vid.  also  in  Psalm  138.  n.  5.  and  S.  Ambrose,  in  persona  hominis. 
de  Fid.  ii.  n.  6l.  v.  n.  108.  124.  Ep.  48.  n.  4.  From  a  passage 
quoted  from  Paschasius  Diaconus,  de  Spir.  §.  ii.  4.  p.  194.  by 
Petavius  (de  Tiin.  iv.  4.  §.  3.)  it  seems  that  the  use  of  the  word 
persona  in  the  sense  of  quality  or  state  had  not  ceased  even  in  the 
6th  century. 

F urther,  it  would  seem  as  if  the  vague  use  of  the  word  “  per¬ 
son,”  as  used  in  speaking  of  the  Holy  Trinitv,  which  S.  Theo- 
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philus  and  S.  Clement  above  exemplify,  on  the  whole  ceased  with  Note 
the  rise  of  the  Sabellian  controversy  and  the  adoption  of  the  II. 
word,  (as  in  Hippol.  contr.  Noet.  14.)  as  a  symbol  against  the  0N 
heresy.  It  is  natural  in  like  manner  that  till  the  great  con- 
troversy  concerning  the  Incarnation  which  Apollinaris  began,  AND 
a  similar  indistinctness  should  prevail  in  its  use  relatively  to  Seleu. 
that  doctrine.  ‘ 

And  hence  S.  Cyril  in  his  4th  anathema  is  obliged  to  explain  the 
word  by  the  more  accurately  defined  term  hypostasis :  u  ns  7r^ntr- 
s)7rs<{  dutri,  iyovv  ivtcmicio-i,  k.  t.  a.  Vid.  also  the  caution  or  protest  of 
Vincentius  Lirens.  Comm.  14. 

(4)  Moreover,  a  contrast  is  observable  between  the  later 
accounts  or  interpretations  of  early  writings,  and  those  writings 
themselves  as  far  as  we  have  them  ;  words  and  phrases  being 
imputed,  which  in  the  originals  exist  only  in  the  ideas  themselves 
intended  by  them. 

E.  g.  Ephrem  of  Antioch  reports  that  S.  Peter  of  Alexandria, 

S.  Chrysostom,  S.  Basil,  S.  Gregory  Nazianzen,  &c.  acknow¬ 
ledge  the  doctrine  of  “  the  union  of  two  natures  and  one 
Subsistence  and  one  Person.”  ap.  Phot.  cod.  229-  p-  805 — 7 •  but 
Chrysostom,  &c.  uses  the  words  and  phrases,  'it at ns,  <rvt*<pitct,  w  o  fa'o; 

Xoyoi  K»i  i  rdfi ;  Nazianzen  is  silent  about  persona  in  his  Ep.  ad 
Cledon.  to  which  Ephrem  there  refers,  and  Peter  in  all  that 
remains  of  him  uses  such  words  as  ysri^eve;  oJ*  ii<pQn  riis 
OtoTtiTOS’  yiy otsv  it  vrcc^favov  i 6i)S  Vjt  <pvrlt  Kcti  yiyonv 

(punt.  Routh  Rell.  t.  3.  p.  344 — 346. 

Again,  let  it  be  observed  how  S.  Maximus  comments  upon 
S.  Gregory  Nazianzen’s  words  in  the  following  passage :  “  The 
great  Gregory  Theologus  seems  to  me  thus  to  teach  in  his  great 
Apologetic,  ‘  One,  ev,  out  of  both,  and  both  through  One,’  as  if  he 
mould  say,  for  as  there  is  one  out  of  both,  that  is,  of  two  natures, 

One  as  a  w  hole  from  parts  according  to  the  definition  of  hypostasis, 
so,”  &c.  t.  2.  p.  282. 

Instances  of  this  kind,  which  are  not  unfrequent,  make  one 
suspicious  of  such  passages  of  the  Fathers  as  come  to  us  in 
translation,  as  Theodoret’s  and  Leontius’s  extract  from  S.  Ambrose, 
of  which  notice  has  been  taken  above  ;  especially  as  the  common 
Latin  versions  in  the  current  editions  of  the  Greek  Fathers  offer 
parallel  instances  of  the  insertion  of  the  words  persona,  &c.  not  in 
the  original,  merely  for  the  sake  of  perspicuity. 

(5)  It  might  be  shewn  too  that  according  as  alleged  works  of 

the  Fathers  are  spurious  or  suspected,  so  does  persona  appear  as 
one  of  their  theological  terms.  The  passage  of  S.  Ambrose  above 
cited  is  in  point ;  but  it  would  carry  us  too  far  from  the  subject  to 
illustrate  this  as  fully  as  might  be  done ;  nor  is  it  necessary. 
Another  specimen,  however, may  be  taken  from  S.  Athanasius.  The 
absence  of  from  his  acknowledged  works  has  already  been 

noticed  ;  but  let  us  turn  to  the  fragments  at  the  end  of  vol.  1.  of 
the  Benedictine  edition.  E.  g.  p.  1279  is  a  fragment  which 
Montfaucon  says  olet  quidpiam  peregrinum,  et  videtur  maxime 
sub  finem  Eutychianorum  ha  resin  impugnare  ;  it  contains  the 
word  -i7rov.  And  a  third  is  the  letter  to  Dionysius  falsely 


174 


Alleged  Confession  oj  Antioch 

Note  ascribed  to  Pope  Julius,  in  which  as  before  *•{»«-**-«»  occurs,  n.  2. 

II.  C'oust.  Ep.  Pont.  Rom.  Append,  p.  62.  And  for  a  fourth  we 
Counc  may  re^er  to  t^ie  T>k  *■*■!*  tt/sttev?  ascribed  to  S.  Gregory 

Arim  ’  Thaumaturgus,  one  of  the  Antiochene  Fathers,  but  which  accord- 
axd  ing  to  Eulogitis  ap.  Phot.  cod.  230.  p.  846.  is  an  Apollinarian 
Seleu.  forgery ;  it  too  uses  the  word  “  persona’’  of  the  union  of  natures 
in  our  Lord.  And  for  a  fifth  to  the  Serm.  in  S.  Thornam,  which 
is  quoted  by  the  6th  General  Council  as  S.  Chrysostom’s,  but 
which  Montfaucon  and  his  other  Editors  consider  spurious,  and 
Tillemont  considers  preached  at  Edessa,  A.D.  402.  It  contains  the 
word  7r(>oruTo\i.  Ed.  Ben.  tom.  8.  part  2.  p.  14. 

(6.)  Too  many  words  would  have  been  spent  on  this  point,  were 
it  not  for  the  eminent  writers  who  have  maintained  the  genuine¬ 
ness  of  the  Creed  in  question  ;  and  in  particular,  were  it  not  for 
the  circumstance,  which  is  at  first  sight  of  great  cogency,  that 
Tertullian,  whose  acquaintance  with  Greek  theology  is  well 
known,  not  only  contains  in  his  contr.  Prax.  a  fully  developed 
statement  of  the  ecclesiastical  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation,  but 
uses  the  very  word  persona  or  7r^iva7rot  which  has  here  been 
urged  in  disproof  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Creed  under  con¬ 
sideration. 

Such  passages  shall  here  be  subjoined  as  contain  the  word  in 
its  ecclesiastical  sense,  as  far  as  I  have  met  with  them. 

In  the  extracts  of  the  letters  of  Apollinaris  and  his  disciples 
who  wTrote  against  each  other  (A.D.  380.)  the  word  occurs  ap. 
Leont.  p.  1033.  b.  p.  1037-  b.  p.  1039-  b.  as  well  as  the  ipc evnct 
iiftTt  as  noticed  above. 

Also  in  an  extract  of  Apollinaris,  ap.  Theod.  Eranist.  ii.  p.  173. 

By  an  auctor  against  the  Arians  whom  Sirmond  called  anti- 
quissimus.  Opp.  t.  i.  p.  223. 

By  S.  Athanasius,  that  is,  as  quoted  by  Euthymius  ap.  Petav. 
Incarn.  iii.  15,  note  19- 

By  S.  Gregory  Nyss.  ap.  Damasc.  contr.  Jacob,  t.  i.  p.  424. 

By  S.  Amphilochius,  ap.  Damasc.  ibid,  et  ap.  Anast.  Hod. 
10.  p.  162.  and  ap.  Ephrem.  ap.  Phot.  p.  828. 

In  a  Greek  Version  of  S.  Ambrose,  ap.  Phot.  p.  805. 

By  S.  Chrysostom,  Ep.  ad  Caesar,  fin. 

By  Isidore  Pelus,  p.  94-  Epist.  i.  360. 

In  Pelagius’s  Creed,  A.D.  418.  in  S.  August.  Opp.  t.  12.  p.  210. 

By  S.  Augustine,  contr.  Serm.  Arian.  8.  Ep.  ad  Volusian.  137- 
n.  1 1 .  de  Corr.  et  Grat.  30. 

By  Proclus  ad  Armen,  p.  6l3. 

After  the  third  General  Council,  A.D.  431,  of  course  the  word 
becomes  common. 

(7.)  It  may  be  objected,  that  Paul  of  Samosata  himself  main¬ 
tained  a  Nestorian  doctrine,  and  that  this  would  naturally  lead  to 
the  adoption  of  the  word  to  represent  our  Lord’s  unity 

in  His  two  natures,  as  it  had  already  been  adopted  60  years 
before  by  Hippolytus  to  denote  His  Divine  subsistence  against 
Noetus.  But  there  is  no  good  evidence  of  Paul’s  doctrine  being 
of  this  nature,  though  it  seems  to  have  tended  to  Nestorianism 
in  his  followers.  1  allude  to  a  passage  in  Athan.  Orat.  iv.  §.  30. 
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against  Paul  of  Samosata. 

where  he  says,  that  some  of  the  Samosatenes  so  interpreted  Acts  x.  Note 
36,  as  if  the  Word  was  sent  to  “  preach  peace  through  Jesus  H. 
Christ."  As  far  as  the  fragments  of  the  Antiochene  Acts  state  or  Co°^Nc 
imply,  he  taught  more  or  less,  as  follows:  — that  the  Son’s  pre-exist-  a  him. 
ence  was  only  in  the  divine  foreknowledge,  Routh  Rell.  t.  2.  p.  466.  and 
that  to  hold  PI  is  substantial  pre-existence  was  to  hold  two  Gods,  Self.u. 
ibid.  p.  467.  that  He  was,  if  not  an  instrument,  an  impersonal 
attribute,  p.  469.  that  His  manhood  was  not  “  unalterably  made 
one  with  the  Godhead,”  p.  473.  “  that  the  Word  and  Christ  were 
not  one  and  the  same,”  p.  474.  that  Wisdom  was  in  Christ  as  in 
the  prophets,  only  more  abundantly,  as  in  a  temple  ;  that  He 
who  appeared  was  not  Wisdom,  p.  475.  in  a  word  as  it  is  sum¬ 
med  up,  p.  484.  that  “  Wisdom  was  born  with  the  manhood, 
not  substantially,  but  according  to  quality.”  vid.  also  p.  476.  485. 

All  this  plainly  shews  that  he  held  that  our  Lord’s  personality  was 
in  His  Manhood,  but  does  not  shew  that  he  held  a  second  per¬ 
sonality  in  His  godhead ;  rather  he  considered  the  Word  imper¬ 
sonal,  though  the  Fathers  in  Council  urge  upon  him  that  he  ought 
to  hold  two  Sons,  one  from  eternity,  and  one  in  time,  p.  485. 

Accordingly  the  Synodal  Letter  after  his  deposition  speaks  of 
him  as  holding  that  Christ  came  not  from  Heaven,  but  from 
beneath.  Euseb.  Hist.  vii.  30.  S.  Athanasius’s  account  of  his 
doctrine  is  altogether  in  accordance,  (vid.  supr.  p.  1 6,  note  i.)  that 
Paul  taught  that  our  Lord  was  a  mere  man,  and  that  He  was 
advanced  to  His  divine  power,  h  7rg«x»7r>k. 

However,  since  there  was  a  great  correspondence  between  Paul 
and  Nestorius,  (except  in  the  doctrine  of  the  personality  and 
eternity  of  the  Word,  which  the  Arian  controversy  determined 
and  the  latter  held,)  it  was  not  unnatural  that  reference  should  be 
made  to  the  previous  heresy  of  Paul  and  its  condemnation  when 
that  of  Nestoi’ius  was  on  trial.  Yet  the  Contestatio  against  Nestorius 
which  commences  the  Acts  of  the  Council  of  Ephesus,  Harduin. 

Cone.  t.  i.  p.  1272.  and  which  draws  out  distinctly  the  parallel 
between  them,  says  nothing  to  shew  that  Paul  held  a  double  per¬ 
sonality.  And  though  Anastasius  tells  us,  Hodeg.  c.  7-  p.  108.  that 
the  “holy  Ephesian  Council  shewed  that  the  tenets  of  Nestorius 
agreed  with  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata,”  yet  in  c.  20. 
p.  323,  4.  he  shews  us  what  he  means  by  saying  that  Artemon 
also  before  Paul  “  divided  Christ  in  two.”  Ephrem  of  Antioch 
too  says  that  Paul  held  that  “  the  Son  before  ages  was  one,  and 
the  Son  in  the  last  time  another.”  ap.  Phot.  p.  814.  but  he  seems 
only  referring  to  the  words  of  the  Antiochene  Acts,  quoted  above. 

Again,  it  is  plain  from  what  Vigilius  says  in  Eutych.  t.  v.  p.  731. 

Ed.  Col.  I6l8.  (the  passage  is  omitted  in  Ed.  Par.  1624.)  that 
the  Eutychians  considered  that  Paul  and  Nestorius  differed ;  the 
former  holding  that  our  Lord  was  a  mere  man,  the  latter  a  mere 
man  only  till  He  was  united  to  the  Word.  And  Marius  Mercator 
says,  “Nestorius  circa  Verbum  Dei,  non  ut  Paulus  sentit,  qui  non 
substantivum,  sed  prolatitium  potentiae  Dei  efficax  Verbum  esse 
definit."  p.  50.  Ibas,  and  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  though  more 
suspicious  witnesses,  say  the  same,  vid.  Facund.  vi.  3.  iii.  2.  and 
Leontius  de  Sectis,  iii.  p.  504. 
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Note  The  principal  evidence  in  favour  of  Paul’s  Nestorianism  consists 
II.  in  the  Letter  of  Dionysius  to  Paul  and  his  answer  to  Paul’s  Ten 
0N  Questions,  which  are  certainly  spurious,  as  on  other  grounds,  so 
on  some  of  those  here  urged  against  the  professed  Creed  of 
AND  '  Antioch,  but  which  Dr.  Burton  in  his  excellent  remarks  on  Paul’s 
Seleu.  opinions,  Bampton  Lectures,  No.  102,  admits  as  genuine.  And  so 
does  the  accurate  and  cautious  Tillemont,  who  in  consequence  is 
obliged  to  believe  that  Paul  held  Nestorian  doctrines;  also  Bull, 
Fabricius,  Natalis  Alexander,  &c.  In  holding  these  compositions 
to  be  certainly  spurious,  I  am  following  Valesius,  Harduin,  Mont- 
faucon,  Pagi,  Mosheim,  Cave,  Routh,  and  others. 

It  might  be  inquired  in  conclusion,  whether  after  all  the  Creed 
does  not  contain  marks  of  Apollinarianism  in  it,  which,  if  answered 
in  the  affirmative,  would  tend  to  fix  its  date.  As,  however,  this 
would  carry  us  further  still  from  our  immediate  subject  in  this 
Volume,  it  has  been  judged  best  not  to  enter  upon  the  question. 
Some  indulgence  may  fairly  be  asked  for  what  has  been  already 
said,  from  its  bearing  upon  the  history  of  the  word  ifiieva-icr. 


FOUR 


DISCOURSES  OF  S.  ATHANASIUS, 


ARCHBISHOP  OF  ALEXANDRIA, 

AGAINST  THE  ARIANS. 


DISCOURSE  I. 


CHAP.  I. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Reason  for  writing;  certain  persons  indifferent  about  Arianism;  Arians 
not  Christians,  because  sectaries  always  take  the  name  of  their  founder. 


1.  Of  all  other  heresies  which  have  departed  from  the  truth 
it  is  acknowledged,  that  they  have  but  devised3  a  madness1, 
and  their  irreligiousness*  has  long  since  become  notorious 
to  all  men.  For,  thath  their  authors  went  out  from  us,  it 
plainly  follows,  as  the  blessed  John  has  written,  that  they 
neither  thought  nor  now  think  with  us.  Wherefore,  as  saith 
the  Saviour,  in  that  they  gather  not  with  us,  they  scatter  w  ith 
the  devil,  and  keep  an  eye  on  those  who  slumber,  that,  by  this 
second  sowing3  of  their  own  mortal  poison,  they  may  have 
companions  in  death.  But,  whereas  one  heresy  and  that  the 


Chap. 

I. 

W 

1  P-  2, 
note  e. 

P-9', 

note  q. 
*P-  1, 
note  a. 


■*P-  5, 
note  k. 


a  i<rntr,rtzeai.  This  is  almost  a  tech¬ 
nical  word,  and  has  occurred  again 
and  again  already,  as  descriptive  of 
heretical  teaching  in  opposition  to  the 
received  traditionary  doctrine.  It  is 
also  found  passim  in  other  writers. 
Thus  Socrates,  speaking  of  the  decree 
of  the  Council  of  Alexandria,  362, 
against  Apollinaris;  “for  not  origi¬ 
nating,  itrittxratnt,  any  novel  devotion, 
did  they  introduce  it  into  the  Church, 


but  what  from  the  beginning  the  Eccle¬ 
siastical  Tradition  declared.’’  Hist.  iii. 
7.  The  sense  of  the  word  it ituec  which 
will  come  into  consideration  below,  is 
akin  to  this,  being  the  view  taken  by 
the  mind  of  an  object  independent  of 
(whether  or  not  correspondent  to)  the 
object  itself. 

11  t«  yag  l|iA/ir>  ....  at  t“n  i.  e. 

rZ  and  so  infr.  §.  43.  ri  Ji  xai  tr^tsxut 
itfftiai  ....  SifAov  at  un 
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Disc,  last,  which  has  now  risen  as  harbinger1  of  Antichrist,  the 
, — —  Arian,  as  it  is  called,  considering  that  other  heresies,  her 
note  q.’  elder  sisters,  have  been  openly  proscribed,  in  her  cun¬ 
ning  and  profligacy,  affects  to  array  herself  in  Scripture 
language',  like  her  father  the  devil,  and  is  forcing  her  way 
back  into  the  Church’s  paradise, — that  with  the  pretence  of 
Christianity,  her  smooth  sophistry  (for  reason  she  has  none) 
may  deceive  men  into  wrong  thoughts  of  Christ, — nay,  since 
she  hath  already  seduced  certain  of  the  foolish,  not  only  to 
corrupt  their  ears,  but  even  to  take  and  eat  with  Eve,  till  in 
their  ignorance  which  ensues  they  think  bitter  sweet,  and 
admire  this  loathsome  heresy,  on  this  account  I  have  thought 
Job  41,  it  necessary,  at  your  request,  to  unrip  the  folds  of  its  breast- 
4‘  ept’  plate,  and  to  shew  the  ill-savour  of  its  folly.  So  while  those 
who  are  far  from  it,  may  continue  to  shun  it,  those  whom  it 
has  deceived  may  repent ;  and,  opening  the  eyes  of  their 
heart,  may  understand  that  darkness  is  not  light,  nor  false¬ 
hood  truth,  nor  Arianism  good;  nay,  that  those d  who  call 


e  vid.  infr.  $.  4  fin.  That  heresies 
before  the  Arian  appealed  to  Scripture 
we  learn  from  Tertullian,  de  Praescr. 
42.  who  warns  Catholics  against  in¬ 
dulging  themselves  in  their  own  view 
of  isolated  texts  against  the  voice  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  vid.  also  Yincentius, 
who  specifies  ohiter  Sahellius  and  No- 
vatian.  Commonit. 2.  Still  Arianism  was 
contrasted  with  other  heresies  on  this 
point,  as  in  these  two  respects  ;  (1.)  they 
appealed  to  a  secret  tradition,  unknown, 
even  to  most  of  the  Apostles,  as  the 
Gnostics,  Iren.  Hsr.  iii.  1.  or  they  pro¬ 
fessed  a  gift  of  prophecy  introducing 
fresh  revelations ,  as  Montanists,  supr. 
p.  78.  and  Manichees,  Aug.  eoutr. 
Faust,  xxxii.  6.  (2.)  The  Arians 

availed  themselves  of  certain  texts 
as  objections,  argued  keenly  and 
plausibly  from  them,  and  would 
not  be  driven  from  them.  Orat.  ii. 
§.  18.  c.  Epiph.  Hsr.  69.  15.  Or  rather 
they  took  some  words  of  Scripture,  and 
made  their  own  deductions  from  them  ; 
viz.  “  Son,”  “made,”  “  exalted,”  &c. 
“  Making  their  private  irreligiousness 
as  if  a  rule,  they  misinterpret  all  the 
divine  oracles  by  it.”  Orat.  i.  5.  52.  vid. 
also  Epiph.  Haer.  76.5  fin.  Hence  we 
hear  so  much  of  their  t^vXXr.ra.)  tputa), 
«th,  fr.ra,  sayings  in  general 
circulation,  which  were  commonlv 


founded  on  some  particular  text.  e.  g. 
infr.  §.  22.  “  amply  providing  them¬ 
selves  with  words  of  craft,  they  used  to 
go  about, &c  xi;i>;{:e«r*."vid.supr.p.22. 
note  y.  Also  itu  xa)  xiru  , 

de  deer.  §.  13.  ri  prry  nCovXXxxaai  r« 
xatrxxc v.  Orat.  ii.  §.  18.  ri  TtXvf^vX- 
Xnrtt  ffifieuiz,  Basil,  eontr.  Eunom.  ii. 
14.  •xoXvi^vXXxrti  ^laXtxnxrir.  les¬ 
sen  contr.  Eun.  iii.  p.  125.  vli»  i^uX- 
Xtv/i E*a»  aTipptxt.  Cyril.  Dial.  iv.  p.505. 
rrif  TuXvfiuXXxrit  farm.  Socr.  ii.  43. 

d  These  Orations  or  Discourses  seem 
written  to  shew  the  vital  importance  of 
the  point  in  controversy,  and  the  un¬ 
christian  character  of  the  heresy, 
without  reference  to  the  word  Ipistirut. 
He  has  insisted  in  the  works  above 
translated, p. 130, ref.2.  that  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  symbol  was  but  the  rejec¬ 
tion  of  the  heresy,  and  accordingly  he 
is  here  content  to  bring  out  the  Catholic 
sense,  as  feeling  that,  if  persons  under¬ 
stood  and  embraced  it,  they  would  not 
scruple  at  the  word.  He  seems  to 
allude  to  what  may  he  called  the  liberal 
or  indifferent  feeling  as  swaying  the  per¬ 
son  for  whom  he  writes,  also  infr.  §. 
7  fin.  £.  9.  §.  10  init.  §.  15  fin.  §.  17. 
§.  21.  §.  23.  He  mentions  in  Apollin. 
i.  6.  one  Rhetorius,  who  was  an  Egyp¬ 
tian,  whose  opinion,  he  says,  it  was 
“  fearful  to  mention.”  S.  Augustine 
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Arians  for  Christ  follow  Arius. 

these  men  Christians,  are  in  great  and  grievous  error,  as  Chap. 
neither  having  studied  Scripture,  nor  understanding  Christi-  — — — 
unity  at  all,  and  the  faith  which  it  contains. 

2.  For  what  have  they  discovered  in  this  heresy  like  to  the  §.2. 
religious  Faith,  that  they  vainly  talk  as  if  its  supporters  said 

no  evil  ?  This  in  truth  is  to  call  even  Caiaphas 1  a  Christian,  'deDecr. 
and  to  reckon  the  traitor  Judas  still  among  the  Apostles,  and|  2-c  p.' 
to  say  that  they  who  asked  Barabbas  instead  of  the  Saviour 41.  §.27, 
did  no  evil,  and  to  recommend  Hymenseus  and  Alexander  asP" 
right-minded  men,  and  as  if  the  Apostle  slandered  them. 

But  neither  can  a  Christian  bear  to  hear  this,  nor  can  he 
consider  the  man  who  dared  to  say  it  sane  in  his  understand¬ 
ing.  For  with  them  for  Christ  is  Arius,  as  with  the 
Manichees  Manichaeus ;  and  for  Moses  and  the  other  saints 
they  have  made  the  discovery  of  one  Sotades3,  a  man  whom  2  p.  94, 
even  Gentiles  laugh  at,  and  of  the  daughter  of  Herodias.  notea- 
For  of  the  one  has  Arius  imitated  the  dissolute  and  effe¬ 
minate  tone,  in  the  Thalias  which  he  has  written  after  him; 
and  the  other  he  has  rivalled  in  her  dance,  reeling  and 
frolicking  in  his  blasphemies  against  the  Saviour;  till  the 
victims  of  his  heresy  lose  their  wits  and  go  foolish,  and 
change  the  Name  of  the  Lord  of  glory  into  the  likeness  of 
the  image  of  corruptible  man5,  and  for  Christians4  come  to  be  3vid.Hil. 
called  Arians,  bearing  this  badge  of  their  irreligion.  vfii.  2s!" 

3.  For  let  them  not  excuse  themselves;  nor  retort  their E.omi  b 

2o 

disgrace  on  those  who  are  not  as  they,  calling  Christians  after  4  p.  27, 
the  names  of  their  teachers e,  that  they  themselves  may  appear  note 


tells  us  that  this  man  taught  that  “  all 
heresies  were  in  the  right  path,  and 
spoke  truth,”  “  which,”  he  adds,  “  is 
so  absurd  as  to  seem  to  me  incre¬ 
dible.”  Ha?r.  72.  vid.  also  Philastr. 
Haer.  91. 

'  He  seems  to  allude  to  Catholics 
being  called  Athanasians;  vid.  how¬ 
ever  p.  181,  ref.  1.  Two  distinctions 
are  drawn  between  such  atitle  as  applied 
to  Catholics,  and  again  to  heretics,  when 
they  are  taken  by  Catholics  as  a  note 
against  them.  S.  Augustine  says, 
“  Brians  call  Catholics  Athanasians  or 
Homoiisians,  not  other  heretics  too. 
hut  ye  not  only  by  Catholics  but  n/so  by 
heretics ,  those  who  agree  with  you 
and  those  who  disagree,  are  called 


Pelagians ;  as  even  by  heresies  are 
Arians  called  Arians.  But  ye,  and  ye 
only,  call  us  Traducianists,  as  Arians 
call  us  Homoiisians,  as  Donatists  Ma- 
carians,  as  Manichees  Pharisees,  and 
as  the  other  heretics  use  various  titles.” 
Op.  imp.  i.  75.  It  may  be  added  that 
the  heretical  name  adheres ,  the  Ca¬ 
tholic  dies  away.  S.  Chrysostom  draws 
a  second  distinction,  “  Are  we  divided 
from  the  Church  ?  have  we  heresi- 
archs  ?  are  we  called  from  man  ?  is 
there  any  leader  to  us,  as  to  one  there 
is  Marcion,  to  another  Manichseus,  to 
another  Arius,  to  another  some  other 
author  of  heresy  ?  for  if  we  too  have 
the  name  of  any,  still  it  is  not  those 
who  began  the  heresy,  but  our  superiors 
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Disc. 

]. 


1  vid. 
however 

p.  179, 
note  e, 
fin. 


§.  3. 
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to  have  that  Name  in  the  same  way.  Nor  let  them  make  a  jest 
of  it,  when  they  feel  shame  at  their  disgraceful  appellation  ; 
rather,  if  they  be  ashamed,  let  them  hide  their  faces,  or 
let  them  recoil  from  their  own  irreligion.  For  never  at 
any  time  did  Christian  people  take  their  title  from  the 
Bishops'  among  them,  but  from  the  Lord,  on  whom  we  rest 
our  faith.  Thus,  though  the  blessed  Apostles  have  become  our 
teachers,  and  have  ministered  the  Saviour's  Gospel,  vet  not 
from  them  have  we  our  title,  but  from  Christ  we  are  and  are 
named  Christians.  But  for  those  who  derive  the  faith  which 
they  profess  from  others,  good  reason  is  it  they  should 
bear  their  name,  whose  property  they  have  become !.  Yes 


and  governors  of  the  Church.  We  have 
not  •  teachers  npon  earth,’  ”  &c.  in 
Act.  Ap.  Horn.  33  fin. 

f  via. foregoing  note.  Also  “  Let  us  be¬ 
come  His  disciples  and  learn  to  live  ac¬ 
cording  to  Christianity  ;  for  whoso  is 
called  by  other  name  beside  this,  is  not 
of  G-od.’Tgnat.  ad  Magn.10.  Hegisippus 
speaks  of”  Menandrians.  and  Marcion- 
ites.  and  Carpocratians.  and  V alentini- 
ans.  and  Basilidians,  and  Satumilians,'’ 
who  “  each  in  his  own  way  and  that 
a  different  one  brought  in  his  own 
doctrine.”  Euseh.  Hist.  iv.  22.  “  There 
are,  and  there  have  been,  my  friends, 
many  who  have  taught  atheistic  and 
blasphemous  words  and  deeds,  coming 
in  the  Name  of  Jesus;  and  they  are 
called  by  us  from  the  appellation  of  the 
men.  whence  each  doctrine  aDd  opinion 
began....  Some  are  called  Marcians, 
others  V alentinians,  others  Basilidian-, 
others  Saturnilians,”  &e.  Justin. 
Tryph.  35.  “  They  have  a  name  from 

the  author  of  that  most  impious  opinion 
Simon,  being  called  Simonians.'’  Iren. 
Hter.  i.  23.  “  When  men  are  called 

Phrvgians,  or  Xovatians.  or  Valenti- 
nians,  or  Marcionites.  or  Anthropians, 
or  bv  any  other  name,  they  cease  to  be 
Christians  ;  for  they  have  lost  Christ's 
2s  ame.  and  clothe  themselves  in  human 
and  foreign  titles."  Lac-t.  Inst.  iv.  30. 
“  A.  How  are  you  a  Christian,  to 
whom  it  is  not  even  granted  to  bear  the 
nameofChristian?  foryou  are  not  called 
Christian  but  Marc-ionite.  M.  And 
you  are  called  of  the  Catholic  Church  ; 
therefore  ye  are  not  Christians  either. 
A.  Did  we  profess  man's  name,  you 
would  have  spoken  to  the  point ;  but  if 
we  are  called  from  being  all  over  the 
world,  what  is  there  bad  in  this  ?"  Ada¬ 


mant.  Dial.  {.  1.  p.  809.  “  We  never 
heard  of  Petrines,  or  Paulines,  or  Bar- 
tholomeans,or  Thaddeans,  but  from  the 
first  there  was  one  preaching  of  all  the 
Apostles,  not  preaching  them,  but  Christ 
Jesus  the  Lord.  Wherefore  also  they 
all  gave  one  name  to  the  Church,  not 
their  own,  but  that  of  their  Lord  J  esns 
Christ,  since  they  began  to  be  called 
Christians  first  at  Antioch  ;  which  is 
the  sole  Catholic  Church,  having  nought 
else  but  Christ’s,  being  a  Church  of 
Christians,  not  of  Christ-,  hut  of  Chris¬ 
tians  ;  He  being  one.  they  from  that 
one  being  called  Christians.  After  this 
Church  and  her  preachers,  all  others 
are  no  longer  of  the  same  character, 
making  show  by  their  own  epithets, 
Manichteans.  and  Simonians,  and  T a- 
lentinians,  and  Ebionites.'’  Epiph. 
Hsr.  42.  p.  366.  “  This  is  the  fearful 
thing,  that  they  change  the  name  of 
Christians  of  the  Holy  Church,  which 
hath  no  epithet  but  the  name  of  Christ 
alone,  and  of  Christians,  to  be  called 
by  the  name  of  Audios,  ’  &c.  ibid.  70. 
15.  vid.  also  Har.  75.  6  fin.  “  Since 
one  might  properly  and  truly  say  that 
there  is  a  ‘  Church  of  evil  doers,'  I 
mean  the  meetings  of  the  heretics,  the 
Mareionists,  and  Manichees,  and  the 
rest,  the  faith  hath  delivered  to  thee 
by  way  of  security  the  Article  ‘  And 
in  One  Holy  Catholic  Church,’  that 
thou  mayest  avoid  their  wretched 
meetings  ;  and  ever  abide  with  the 
Holy  Church  Catholic,  in  which  thou 
wast  regenerated.  And  if  ever  thou 
art  sojourning  in  any  city,  inquire  not 
simply  where  the  Lord’s  House  is.  (for 
the  sects  of  the  profane  also  make  an 
attempt  to  call  their  own  dens,  houses 
of  the  Lord,)  nor  merely  where  the 
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as  other  heretics  after  their  leaders. 

surely ;  while  all  of  us  are  and  are  called  Christians  after  Chap. 
Christ,  Marcion  broached  a  heresy  time  since  and  was  cast  — - — 
out ;  and  those  who  continued  with  the  Bishop  who  ejected 
him  remained  Christians  ;  but  those  who  followed  Marcion, 
were  called  Christians  no  more,  but  henceforth  Marcion- 
ites.  Thus  Valentinus  also,  and  Basilides,  and  Manichseus, 
and  Simon  Magus,  have  imparted  their  own  name  to  their 
followers;  and  are  accosted  as  Valeutinians,  or  as  Basilidians, 
or  as  Manichees,  or  as  Simonians ;  and  others,  Cataphrygians 
from  Phrygia,  and  from  Novatus  Novatians.  So  too  Meletius, 
when  ejected  by  Peter  the  Bishop  and  Martyr,  called  his 
party,  no  longer  Christians,  but  Meletians  g ;  and  so  in  con¬ 
sequence  when  Alexander  of  blessed  memory  had  cast  out 
Arius,  those  who  remained  with  Alexander,  remained 
Christians ;  but  those  who  went  out  with  Arius,  left  the 
Saviour’s  Name  to  us  who  were  with  Alexander,  and  as  to 
them  they  were  henceforward  denominated  Arians.  Behold 
then,  after  Alexander’s  death  too,  those  who  communicate 
with  his  successor  Athanasius,  and  those  with  whom  the  said 
Athanasius  communicates,  are  instances  of  the  same  rule  ; 
none  of  them  bear  his  name1,  nor  is  he  named  from  them,  but  i  vj,j. 
all  in  like  manner,  and  as  is  usual,  are  called  Christians.  how^ver 
For  though  we  have  a  succession  of  teachers  and  become  note  e.’ 


Church  is,  but  where  is  the  Catholic 
Church.  For  this  is  the  peculiar  name 
of  this  Holy  Body,”  &c.  Cyril.  Cat. 
xviii.  26.  “  Were  I  by  chance  to 

enter  a  populous  city,  I  should  in  this 
day  find  Marcionites,  Apollinarians, 
Cataphrygians,  Novatians,  and  other 
such,  who  called  themselves  Christian  ; 
by  what  surname  should  I  recognise 
the  congregation  of  my  own  people, 
were  it  not  called  Catholic  ?. ..  .Cer¬ 
tainly  that  word  ‘  Catholic’  is  not 
borrowed  from  man,  which  has  sur¬ 
vived  through  so  many  ^ges,  nor  has  the 
sound  of  Marcion  or  Apelles  or  Mon- 
tanus,  nor  takes  heretics  for  its  authors 
..Christian  is  my  name,  Catholic  my 
surname.”  Pacian.  Ep.  1.  “  If  you 

ever  hear  those  who  are  called  Chris¬ 
tians,  named,  not  from  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  but  from  some  one  else,  say 
Marcionites,  Valentinians,  Moun¬ 
taineers,  Campestrians,  know  that  it  is 
not  Christ’s  Church,  but  the  syna¬ 


gogue  of  Antichrist.”  Jerom.  adv. 
Lucif.  fin. 

e  vid.  supr.  p.  89,  note  m.  Meletius 
was  Bishop  of  Lyeopolis  in  the  Th'e- 
bais,  in  the  first  years  of  the  fourth  cen¬ 
tury.  He  was  convicted  of  sacrificing 
to  idols  in  the  persecution,  and  deposed 
by  a  Council  under  Peter,  Bishop  of 
Alexandria,  and  subsequently  martyr. 
Meletius  separated  from  his  communion, 
and  commenced  a  schism  ;  at  the  time 
of  the  Nicene  Council  it  included  as 
many  as  twenty-eight  or  thirty  Bishops ; 
in  the  time  of  Theodoret,  a  century  and 
quarter  later,  it  included  a  number  of 
Monks.  Though  not  heterodox,  they 
supported  the  Arians  on  their  first 
appearance,  in  their  contest  with  the 
Catholics.  The  Council  of  Nicsea,  in¬ 
stead  of  deposing  them,  allowed  theii 
Bishops  a  titular  rank  in  their  sees,  but 
forbade  them  to  exercise  their  funci 
tions. 


Disc. 

I. 


§.4. 


vid. 

Ecclus. 
4,  24. 


18'2  For  Scripture  the  Arians  follow  the  Thalia. 

their  disciples,  yet,  because  we  are  taught  by  them  the  things 
of  Christ,  we  both  are,  and  are  called,  Christians  all  the  same. 
But  those  who  follow  the  heretics,  though  they  have  innu¬ 
merable  successors  in  their  heresy,  yet  for  certain  bear  the 
name  of  him  who  devised  it.  Thus,  though  Arius  be  dead, 
and  many  of  his  party  have  succeeded  him,  yet  those  who 
think  with  him,  as  being  known  from  Arius,  are  called  Arians. 
And,  what  is  a  remarkable  evidence  of  this,  those  of  the 
Greeks  who  even  at  this  time  come  into  the  Church,  on 
giving  up  the  superstition  of  idols,  take  the  name,  not  of 
their  catechists,  but  of  the  Saviour,  and  are  henceforth  for 
Greeks  called  Christians ;  while  those  of  them  who  go  off 
to  the  heretics,  and  again  all  who  from  the  Church  change  to 
this  heresy,  abandon  Christ’s  name,  and  at  once  are  called 
Arians,  as  no  longer  holding  Christ’s  faith,  but  having  in¬ 
herited  Arius’s  madness. 

4.  How  then  can  they  be  Christians,  who  for  Christians  are 
Ario-maniacs h  ?  or  how  are  they  of  the  Catholic  Church,  who 
have  shaken  off  the  Apostolical  faith,  and  become  authors  of 
what  is  new  and  evil  ?  who,  after  abandoning  the  oracles 
of  divine  Scripture,  call  Anus’s  Thalias  a  new  wisdom  ? 
and  with  reason  too,  for  they  are  announcing  a  new  heresy. 
.And  hence  a  man  may  marvel,  that,  whereas  many  have  written 
many  treatises  and  abundant  homilies  upon  the  Old  Testament 
and  the  New,  yet  in  none  of  them  is  a  Thalia  found  ;  nay 
nor  among  the  more  respectable  of  the  Gentiles,  but  among 
those  only  who  sing  such  strains  over  their  cups,  amid  cheers 
and  jokes,  when  men  are  merry,  that  the  rest  may  laugh  ;  till 
this  marvellous  Arius,  taking  no  grave  pattern,  and  ignorant 
even  of  what  is  respectable,  while  he  stole  largely  from  other 
heresies,  would  be  original  in  the  ludicrous,  with  none  but 
Sotades  for  his  rival.  For  what  beseemed  him  more,  when 
he  would  dance  forth  against  the  Saviour,  then  to  throw  his 
wretched  words  of  irreligion  into  dissolute  and  abandoned 
metres  ?  that,  while  a  man ,  as  Wisdom  says,  is  known  from 

h  vid.  p.  91,  note  q.  Manes  also  Catech.  vi.  20.  vid.  also  ibid.  24  fin. 
was  called  mad;  “Thou  must  hate  — a  play  upon  the  name.  vid.  p.  1)4, 
all  heretics,  but  especially  him  who  note  h. 
even  in  name  is  a  maniac.’''  Cvril. 
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the  utterance  of  his  word ,  so  from  those  numbers  should  be  Chap. 
seen  the  writer’s  effeminate  soul  and  corruption  of  thought — — 
In  truth,  that  crafty  one  did  not  escape  detection  ;  but,  for  all 
his  many  writhings  to  and  fro,  like  the  serpent,  he  did  but 
fall  into  the  error  of  the  Pharisees.  They,  that  they  might 
transgress  the  Law,  pretended  to  be  anxious  for  the  words 
of  the  Law,  and  that  they  might  deny  the  expected  and  then 
present  Lord,  were  hypocritical  with  God’s  name,  and  were 
convicted  of  blaspheming  when  they  said,  Why  dost  Thou,  Johnio, 
being  a  man,  make  Thyself  Godk,  and  sayest,  I  and  the 
Father  are  one  ?  And  so  too,  this  counterfeit  and  Sotadean 
Arius,  feigns  to  speak  of  God,  introducing  Scripture  language 1, 1  P;  1^8, 


1  It  is  very  difficult  to  gain  a  clear 
idea  of  the  character  of  Arius.  Atha¬ 
nasius  speaks  as  if  his  Thalia  was  but 
a  token  of  his  personal  laxity,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  the  mere  fact  of  his  having 
written  it  seems  incompatible  with  any 
remarkable  seriousness  and  strictness. 
Yet  Constantine  and  Epiphanius  speak 
of  him  in  very  different  terms,  yet  each 
in  his  own  way,  in  the  following  ex¬ 
tracts.  It  is  possible  that  Constantine 
is  only  declaiming,  for  his  whole  in¬ 
vective  is  like  a  school  exercise  or  fancy 
composition.  Constantine  too  had  not 
seen  Arius  at  the  time  of  this  invective 
which  was  prior  to  the  Nicene  Council, 
and  his  account  of  him  is  inconsistent 
with  itself,  forhe  also  uses  the  very  strong 
and  broad  language  about  Arius  quoted 
supr.  p.  94,  note  a.  “  Look  then,  look 
all  men,  what  words  oflamentheis  now 
professing,  being  held  with  the  bite  of 
the  serpent ;  how  his  veins  and  flesh  are 
possessed  with  poison,  and  are  in  a 
ferment  of  severe  pain  ;  how  his  whole 
body  is  wasted,  and  is  all  withered  and 
sad  and  pale  and  shaking,  and  all  that 
is  miserable,  and  fearfully  emaciated. 
How  hateful  to  see,  and  filthy  is  his 
mass  of  hair,  how  he  is  half  dead  all 
over,  with  failing  eyes,  and  bloodless 
countenance,  and  woe-begone  !  so  that 
all  these  things  combining  in  him  at 
once,  frenzy,  madness,  and  folly,  for 
the  continuance  of  the  complaint,  have 
made  thee  wild  and  savage.  But  not 
having  any  sense,  what  bad  plight  he  is 
in,  he  cries  out,  ‘  I  am  transported  with 
delight,  and  I  leap  and  skip  for  joy,  and 
I  fly  and  again,  with  boyish  impe¬ 
tuosity,  ‘Be  it  so,’  he  says,  ‘we  are 


lost.’  ”  Harduin.  Cone.  t.  i.  p.  457. 
Perhaps  this  strange  account  may  be 
taken  to  illustrate  the  words  “  mania” 
and  “  Ario-maniacs.”  S.  Alexander 
too  speaks  of  Arius’s  melancholic  tem¬ 
perament, ng/ior/tinns  t 
xivtif.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  3.  p.  741.  S.  Ba¬ 
sil  also  speaks  of  the  Eunomians  as  i!f 
Xx/jlzoxv  [tt\a.y%ci).ictv  va^t\n^6itras . 
contr.  Eun.  ii.  24.  Elsewhere  he  speaks 
of  the  Pneumatomachists  as  worse  than 
■  de  Sp.  S.  41.  Epipha- 
nius’s  account  of  Arius  is  as  follows: — 
“  From  elation  of  mind  the  old  man 
swerved  from  the  mark.  He  was  in 
stature  very  tall,  downcast  in  visage, 
with  manners  like  wily  serpent,  capti¬ 
vating  to  every  guileless  heart  by  that 
same  crafty  bearing.  For  ever  habited 
in  cloke  and  vest  he  was  pleasant  of 
address,  ever  persuading  souls  and  flat¬ 
tering  ;  wherefore  what  was  his  very 
first  work  but  to  withdraw  from  the 
Church  in  one  body  as  many  as  seven 
hundred  women  who  professed  virgin¬ 
ity  ?”  Hter.  69.  3.  Arius  is  here  said 
to  have  been  tall ;  Athanasius,  on  the 
other  hand,  would  appear  to  have  been 
short,  if  we  may  so  interpret  Julian’s 
indignant  description  of  him,  priSi  artg, 
aXX'  avl^wtriaKOi  luriVrif,  “  not  even  a 
man,  but  a  common  little  fellow.”  Ep. 
51.  Yet  S.  Gregory  Nazianzen  speaks 
of  him  as  “  high  in  prowess,  and  hum¬ 
ble  in  spirit,  mild,  meek,  full  of  sympa¬ 
thy,  pleasant  in  speech,  more  pleasant 
in  manners,  angelical  in  person ,  more 
angelical  in  mind,  serene  in  his  rebukes, 
instructive  in  his  praises,”  &c.  &c.  Orat. 
21.  9. 
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but  is  on  all  sides  recognised  as  godless k  Arius,  denying  the 
Son,  and  reckoning  Him  among  the  creatures. 


k  And  so  podless  or  atheist  Ae- 
tius,  supr.  p.  81.  vid.  p.  3,  note  f.  for 
an  explanation  of  the  word.  In  like 
manner  Athan.  says,  ad  Serap.  iii.  2. 
that  if  a  man  says  “  that  the  Son  is  a 
creature,  who  is  Word  and  Wisdom, 
and  the  Expression,  and  the  Radiance, 
whom  whoso  seeth  seeth  the  Father,” 
he  falls  under  the  text,  “  Whoso  de- 
nieth  the  Son,  the  same  hath  not  the 
Father.”  “  Such  a  one,”  he  continues, 
“  will  in  no  long  time  say,  as  the  fool , 
There  is  no  God."  In  like  manner  he 
speaks  of  those  who  think  the  Son  to 
be  the  Spirit  as  “  without  (»|«)  the  Holy 
Trinity,  and  atheists.”  Serap.  iv.  6. 
because  they  really  do  not  believe  in 
the  God  that  is,  and  there  is  none 
other  but  He.  And  so  again,  “  As  the 
faith  delivered  [in  the  Holy  Trinity]  is 
one,  and  this  unites  us  to  God,  and  he 
who  takes  aught  from  the  Trinity,  and 
is  baptized  in  the  sole  Name  of  the 
Father  or  of  the  Son,  or  in  Father  and 


Son  without  the  Spirit,  gains  nothing, 
but  remains  empty  and  incomplete, 
both  he  and  the  professed  administrator, 
(for  in  the  Trinity  is  the  completion, 
[initiation,])  so  whoso  divides  the  Son 
from  the  Father,  or  degrades  the 
Spirit  to  the  creatures,  hath  neither  the 
Son  nor  the  Father,  but  is  an  atheist 
and  worse  than  an  infidel  and  any 
thing  hut  a  Christian.”  Serap.  i.  30. 
Eustathius  speaks  of  the  Arians  as 
ittou-reui  ititus,  who  were  attempting 
xgar r,rai  reu  (t iiv.  ap.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  7. 
p.  760.  Naz.  speaks  of  the  heathen 
mXutist  cdua.  Orat.  25.  15.  and  he 
calls  faith  and  regeneration  “  a  denial 
of  atheism,  ituai,  and  a  confession 
of  godhead,  6 tirorct ,  Orat.  23.  12.  He 
calls  Lucius,  the  Alexandrian  Anti¬ 
pope,  on  account  of  his  cruellies ,  “  this 
second  Arius,  the  more  copious  river  of 
the  atheistic  spring,  riii  iticu  rwyr.s.” 
Orat.  25.  11.  Palladius,  the  Imperial 
officer,  is  a/ist.  ibid.  12. 


CHAP.  II. 


EXTRACTS  FROM  THE  THALIA  OF  ARIUS. 

Arius  maintains  that  God  became  a  Father,  and  the  Son  was  not  always  ; 
the  Son  out  of  nothing;  once  He  was  not;  He  was  not  before  His  gene¬ 
ration;  He  was  created ;  named  Wisdom  and  Word  after  God’s  attributes ; 
made  that  He  might  make  us  ;  one  out  of  many  powers  of  God ;  alterable  ; 
exalted  on  God’s  foreknowledge  what  He  was  to  be;  not  very  God;  but 
called  so  as  others  by  participation ;  foreign  in  substance  from  the  Father; 
does  not  know  or  see  the  Father;  does  not  know  Himself. 

1.  Now  the  commencement  of  Arius’s  Thalia  and  flip-  Chap. 

pancy,  effeminate  in  tone  and  nature,  runs  thus : —  - - — 

§•  5- 

Cf  According  to  faith  of  God’s  elect,  God’s  prudent  ones, 

Holy  children,  rightly  dividing,  God’s  Holy  Spirit  receiving. 

Have  I  learned  this  from  the  partakers  of  wisdom. 

Accomplished,  divinely  taught,  and  wise  in  all  things. 

Along  their  track,  have  I  been  walking,  with  like  opinions, 

I  the  very  famous,  the  much  suffering  for  God’s  glory ; 

And  taught  of  God,  I  have  acquired  wisdom  and  knowledge." 

And  the  mockeries  which  he  utters  in  it,  repulsive  and 
most  irreligious,  are  such  as  these1 : — “  God  was  not  always  *  de  Syn. 
a  Father;”  but  “  once  God  was  alone  and  not  yet  a  Father,^'  g®* 
but  afterwards  He  became  a  Father.”  “  The  Son  was  not 
always;”  for,  whereas  all  things  were  made  out  of  nothing, 
and  all  existing  creatures  and  works  were  made,  so  the  Word 
of  God  Himself  was  “  made  out  of  nothing,”  and  “  once  He 
was  not,”  and  “  He  was  not  before  llis  generation,”  but  He 
as  others  “  had  an  origin  of  creation.”  “  For  God,”  he  says, 

“  was  alone,  and  the  Word  as  yet  was  not,  nor  the  Wisdom. 

Then,  wishing  to  frame  us,  thereupon  He  made  a  certain 
one,  and  named  Him  Word  and  Wisdom  and  Son,  that 
He  might  form  us  by  means  of  Him.”  Accordingly,  he  says 
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Disc. 

I. 


1  de  Svn, 

§•  18,"  p. 
101. 
Joel  2, 
25. 

Ps.  24, 
10. 


a  P-11, 

ref.  1.  p 
114, 
note  c. 

§.  6. 


that  there  are  two  wisdoms,  first,  the  attribute  coexistent  with 
God,  and  next,  that  in  this  Wisdom  the  Son  was  generated, 
and  was  only  named  Wisdom  and  Word  as  partaking  of  it. 
“  For  Wisdom,”  saith  he,  “  by  the  will  of  the  wise  God,  had 
its  existence  in  Wisdom.”  In  like  manner,  he  says,  that  there 
is  another  Word  in  God  besides  the  Son,  and  that  the  Son 
again  as  partaking  of  it,  is  named  Word  and  Son  according 
to  grace.  And  this  too  is  an  idea  proper  to  their  heresy,  as 
shewn  in  other  works  of  theirs,  that  there  are  many  powers  ; 
one  of  which  is  God’s  own  by  nature  and  eternal ;  but  that 
Christ,  on  the  other  hand,  is  not  the  true  power  of  God ;  but, 
as  others,  one  of  the  so-called  powers ;  one  of  which,  namely, 
the  locust  and  the  caterpillar is  called  in  Scripture,  not 
merely  the  power,  but  the  great  power.  The  others  are 
many  and  are  like  the  Son,  and  of  them  David  speaks  in  the 
Psalms,  when  he  says,  The  Lord  of  hosts  or  powers.  And  by 
nature,  as  all  others,  so  the  Word  Himself  is  alterable,  and 
remains  good  by  His  own  free  will,  while  He  chooseth  ;  when, 
however,  He  wills.  He  can  alter  as  we  can,  as  being  of  an 
alterable  nature.  For  “  therefore,”  saith  he,  “  as  foreknowing 
that  He  would  be  good,  did  God  by  anticipation  bestow  on 
Him  this  glory,  which  afterwards,  as  man,  He  attained  from 
virtue.  Thus  in  consequence  of  His  works  fore-known*, 
did  God  bring  it  to  pass  that  He,  being  such,  should  come 
to  be.” 

2.  Moreover  he  has  dared  to  say,  that  “the  Word  is  not  the 
very  God ;”  “  though  He  is  called  God,  yet  He  is  not  very 
God,”  but  “  by  participation  of  grace,  He,  as  others,  is  God 
only  in  name.”  And,  whereas  all  beings  are  foreign  and  dif¬ 
ferent  from  God  in  substance,  so  too  is  “  the  Word  alien  and 
unlike  in  all  tilings  to  the  Father’s  substance  and  propriety,” 
but  belongs  to  things  generated  and  created,  and  is  one 
of  these.  Afterwards,  as  though  he  had  succeeded  to  the 
devil’s  recklessness,  he  has  stated  in  his  Thalia,  that  “  even 
to  the  Son  the  Father  is  invisible,”  and  “  the  Word  cannot 
perfectly  and  exactly  either  see  or  know  His  own  Father 
but  even  what  He  knows  and  what  He  sees,  He  knows  and 
sees  “  in  proportion  to  His  own  measure,”  as  we  also  know 
according  to  our  own  power.  For  the  Son  too,  he  says,  not 
only  knows  not  the  Father  exactly,  for  He  fails  in  compre- 


excites  honor. 
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hension”,  but  “  He  knows  not  even  His  own  substance;” — Chap. 

and  that  “  the  substances  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the - : — 

Holy  Ghost,  are  separate  in  nature,  and  estranged,  and  discon¬ 
nected,  and  alien1,  and  without  participation  of  each  other2;”  1  P-  43> 

i  1*1  f*  11-  DOte 

and,  in  his  own  words,  “utterly  unlike  from  each  other  in2p. 
substance  and  glory,  unto  infinity.”  Thus  as  to  “  likeness n()te  d‘ 
of  glory  and  substance,”  he  says  that  the  Word  is  entirely 
diverse  from  both  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost.  With  such 
words  hath  the  irreligious  spoken ;  maintaining  that  the  Son  is 
distinct  by  Himself,  and  in  no  respect  partaker  of  the  Father. 

These  are  portions  of  Arius’s  fables  as  they  occur  in  that 
jocose  composition. 

3.  Who  is  there  that  hears  all  this,  nay,  the  metre  of  the  §.  7. 
Thalia,  but  must  hate,  and  justly  hate,  this  \rius  jesting 
on  such  matters  as  on  a  stage 3  ?  who  but  must  regard  him,  3  Ep. 
when  he  pretends  to  name  God  and  speak  of  God,  but  as  the  ®ncyc1, 
serpent  counselling  the  woman  ?  who,  on  reading  what  fol-  Epiph. 
lows  in  his  work,  but  must  discern  in  his  irreligious  doc- 
trine  that  error,  into  which  by  his  sophistries  the  serpent 
in  the  sequel  seduced  the  woman  ?  who  at  such  blasphemies 
is  not  transported  ?  The  heaven ,  as  the  Prophet  says,  was  Jer.  2, 
astonished,  and  the  earth  shuddered  at  the  transgression  0f12-Sept’ 
the  Law.  But  the  sun,  with  greater  horror  once,  impatient 
of  the  bodily  contumelies,  which  the  common  Lord  of  all 
voluntarily  endured  for  us,  turned  away,  and  recalling  his 
rays  made  that  day  sunless.  And  shall  not  all  human  kind 


“  Vid.  supr.  p.  96,  note  f.  xurxX* \],i( 
was  originally  a  Stoical  word,  and  even 
when  considered  perfect,  was,  properly 
speaking,  attributable  only  to  an  imper¬ 
fect  being.  For  it  is  used  in  contrast  to 
the  Platonic  doctrine  ofl'Siai,  to  express 
the  hold  of  things  obtained  by  the  mind 
through  the  senses ;  it  being  a  Stoical 
maxim,  nihil  esse  in  intellectu  quod 
non  fuerit  prius  in  sensu.  In  this  sense 
it  is  also  used  by  the  Fathers,  to  mean 
real  and  certainknowledge  after  inquiry, 
though  it  is  also  ascribed  to  Almighty 
God.  As  to  the  position  of  Arius, 
since  we  are  told  in  Scripture  that  none 
“  knoweth  the  things  of  a  man  save  the 
spirit  of  man  which  is  in  him,”  if  xxri. 

b’  an  exact  and  complete  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  object  of  contemplation, 
to  deny  that  the  Son  comprehended  the 


Father,  was  to  deny  that  He  was  in  the 
Father,  i.  e.  the  doctrine  of  the  w«j<- 
%iignris.  p.  95,  note  d.  or  to  main¬ 
tain  that  He  was  a  distinct,  and  there¬ 
fore  a  created,  being.  On  the  other  hand 
Scripture  asserts  that,  as  the  Holy 
Spirit  which  is  in  God,  “  searcheth  all 
things,  yea,  the  deep  things”  of  God, 
so  the  Son,  as  being  “  in  the  bosom  of 
the  Father,”  alone  “  hath  declared 
Him.”  vid.  Clement.  Strom,  v.  12. 
And  thus  Athan.  speaking  of  Mark 
13,  32.  “  If  the  Son  is  in  the  Fa¬ 
ther,  and  the  Father  in  the  Son, 
and  the  Father  knows  the  day  and 
the  hour,  it  is  plain  that  the  Son  too, 
being  in  the  Father,  and  knowing  the 
things  in  the  Father,  Himself  also 
knows  the  day  and  the  hour.”  Orat. 
iii.  44. 


188  A  Councils  decision  sufficient ,  even  without  argument. 


Disc. 

I. 


Hos.  7, 
13. 


v.  15. 
Sept. 


1  P-  49, 
note  o. 


*p.  6, 

note  n. 

3  p.  178, 
ref.  1. 


4  p.  179 
ref.  3. 


at  Anus’s  blasphemies  be  struck  speechless,  and  stop 
their  ears,  and  shut  their  eyes,  to  escape  hearing  them  or 
seeing  their  author?  Rather,  will  not  the  Lord  Himself  have 
reason  to  denounce  men  so  irreligious,  nay,  so  unthank¬ 
ful,  in  the  words  which  He  hath  already  uttered  by  the 
prophet  Ilosea,  Woe  unto  them,  for  they  have  Jied  from  Me; 
destruction  upon  them,  for  they  have  transgressed  against 
Me;  though  I  have  redeemed  them,  yet  they  have  spoken 
lies  against  Me.  And  soon  after,  They  imagine  mischief 
against  Me ;  they  turn  away  to  nothing.  For  to  turn  away 
from  the  Word  of  God,  which  is,  and  to  fashion  to  themselves 
one  that  is  not,  is  to  fall  to  what  is  nothing.  For  this  was 
why  the  Ecumenical1  Council,  when  Arius  thus  spoke,  cast 
him  from  the  Church,  and  anathematized  him,  as  impatient 
of  such  irreligion.  And  ever  since  has  Arius’s  error  been 
reckoned  for  a  heresy  more  than  ordinary,  being  known  as 
Christ’s  foe2,  and  harbinger3  of  Antichrist.  Though  then  so 
great  a  condemnation  be  itself  of  special  weight  to  make  men 
flee  from  that  irreligious  heresy b,  as  I  said  above,  yet  since 
certain  persons  called  Christian,  either  in  ignorance  or  pre¬ 
tence,  think  it  as  I  then  said,  little  different  from  the  Truth, 
and  call  its  professors  Christians4;  proceed  we  to  put  some 
questions  to  them,  according  to  our  powers,  thereby  to  expose 
the  unscrupulousness  of  the  heresy.  Perhaps,  when  thus  en¬ 
countered,  they  will  be  silenced,  and  flee  from  it,  as  from  the 
sight  of  a  serpent. 


b  And  so  Vigilius  of  the  heresies  hseretici  sunt  pronunciati,  orthodoxorum 
about  the  Incarnation,  Etiamsi  in  erro-  securitati  sufficeret.  contr.  Eutych.  i. 
ris  eorum  destructionem  nulli  coude-  p.  494. 
rentur  libri,  hoc  ipsum  solum,  quod 


CHAP.  ITT. 


THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  SUBJECT. 

The  Arians  affect  Scripture  language,  but  their  doctrine  new,  as  well  as 
unscriptural.  Statement  of  the  Catholic  doctrine,  that  the  Son  is  proper 
to  the  Father’s  substance,  and  eternal.  Restatement  of  Arianism  in 
contrast,  that  He  is  a  creature  with  a  beginning:  the  controversy  comes 
to  this  issue,  whether  one  whom  we  are  to  believe  in  as  God,  can  be  so 
in  name  only,  and  is  merely  a  creature.  What  pretence  then  for  being 
indifferent  in  the  controversy?  The  Arians  rely  on  state  patronage,  and 
dare  not  avow  their  tenets. 


1.  If  then  the  use  of  certain  phrases  of  divine  Scripture  Chap. 
changes,  in  their  opinion,  the  blasphemy  of  the  Thalia  into  111  - 
blessing,  of  course  they  ought  also  to  deny  Christ  with  the 
present  Jews,  when  they  see  how  they  study  the  Law'  and 
the  Prophets ;  perhaps  too  they  will  deny  the  Law 1  and  the 1  P- 130> 
Prophets  like  Manicliees  %  because  the  latter  read  some  portions 
of  the  Gospels.  If  such  bewilderment  and  empty  speaking  be 
from  ignorance,  Scripture  will  teach  them,  that  the  devil,  the 
author  of  heresies,  because  of  the  ill-savour  which  attaches  to 
evil,  borrows  Scripture  language,  as  a  cloak  wherewith  to  sowr 
the  ground  with  his  own  poison,  and  to  seduce  the  simple.  Thus 
he  deceived  Eve ;  thus  he  framed  former  heresies ;  thus  he 
has  persuaded  Arius  at  this  time  to  make  a  show  of  speaking 
against  those  former  ones,  that  he  may  introduce  his  own 
without  observation.  And  yet,  after  all,  the  man  of  craft 
hath  not  escaped.  For  being  irreligious  towards  the  Word 
of  God,  he  lost  his  all  at  once2,  and  betrayed  to  all  men  his2  p-  2, 
ignorance  of  other  heresies  toob;  and  having  not  a  particle  of 


•  Faustus,  in  August,  contr.  Faust, 
ii.  1.  admits  the  Gospels,  (vid.  Beau- 
sobre  Manich.  t.  i.  p.  291,  &c.)  but 
denies  that  they  were  written  by  the 
reputed  authors,  ibid,  xxxii.  2.  but 
nescio  quibus  Semi-judmis.  ibid.xxxiii.3. 
Accordingly  they  thought  themselves 
at  liberty  to  reject  or  correct  parts  of 


them.  They  rejected  many  of  the  facts, 
e.  g.  our  Lord’s  nativity,  circumcision, 
baptism,  temptation,  &c.  ibid,  xxxii.  6. 

b  All  heresies  seem  connected  to¬ 
gether  and  to  run  into  each  other. 
When  the  mind  has  embraced  one,  it 
is  almost  certain  to  run  into  others, 
apparently  the  most  opposite,  it  is 


190  Arianism  invoiced  misbelief  as  regards  all  doctrines. 


Disc,  truth  in  his  belief,  does  but  pretend  to  it.  For  how  can  he 
— i —  speak  truth  concerning  the  Father,  who  denies  the  Son,  that 
reveals  concerning  Him  ?  or  how  can  he  be  orthodox  con¬ 
cerning  the  Spirit,  while  he  speaks  profanely  of  the  Word 
that  supplies  the  Spirit?  and  who  will  trust  him  concerning 
the  Resurrection,  denying,  as  lie  does,  Christ  for  us  the 
first-begotten  from  the  dead?  and  how  shall  he  not  err  in 
<i,rdextv  respect  to  His  incarnate  presence ',  who  is  simply  ignorant 
the  S°n’s  genuine  and  true  generation  from  the  Father  ? 
For  thus,  the  former  Jews  also,  denying  the  Word,  and  say¬ 
ing,  We  have  no  king  but  Caesar,  were  forthwith  stripped  of 
all  they  had,  and  forfeited  the  light  of  the  Lamp,  the  odour 
of  ointment,  knowledge  of  prophecy,  and  the  Truth  itself;  till 
now  they  understand  nothing,  but  are  walking  as  in  darkness. 
2  p.  12,  ]?or  wh0  was  ever  yet  a  hearer  of  such  a  doctrine2?  or  whence 
or  from  whom  did  the  abettors  and  hirelings'  of  the  heresy 


quite  uncertain  which.  Thus  Arians 
were  a  reaction  from  Sabellians,  yet 
did  not  the  less  consider  than  they  that 
God  was  hut  one  Person,  and  that 
Christ  was  a  creature,  supr.  p.  41,  note 
e.  Apollinaris  was  betrayed  into  his 
heresy  by  opposing  the  Arians,  yet  his 
heresy  started  with  the  tenet  in  which 
the  Arians  ended,  that  Christ  had  no 
human  soul.  His  disciples  became,  and 
even  naturally,  some  of  them  Sabellians, 
some  Arians.  Again,  beginning  with 
denying  our  Lord  a  soul,  he  came  to 
deny  Him  a  body,  like  the  Maui- 
chees  and  Docetse.  The  same  pas¬ 
sages  from  Athanasius  will  be  found 
to  refute  both  Eutychians  and  >’esto- 
rians,  though  diametrically  opposed  to 
each  other  :  and  these  agreed  together, 
not  only  in  considering  nature  andperson 
identical, but,  strange  to  say,  in  holding, 
and  the  Apollinarians  too,  that  our 
Lord's  manhood  existed  before  its  union 
with  Him,  which  is  the  special  heresy  of 
Nestorius.  Again,  the  Nestorians  were 
closely  connected  with  the  Sabellians 
and  Samosatenes,  and  the  latter  with  the 
Photinians  and  modern  Socinians.  And 
the  Nestorians  were  connected  with  the 
Pelagians ;  and  Aerius,  who  denied 
Episcopacy  and  prayers  for  the  dead 
with  the  Arians  ;  and  his  opponent  the 
Semi-arian  Eustathius  with  the  Encra- 
tites.  One  reason  of  course  of  this  pecu¬ 
liarity  of  heresy  is,  that  when  the 
mind  is  once  unsettled,  it  may  fall  into 
any  error.  Another  is  that  it  is  heresy ; 


all  heresies  being  secretly  connected,  as 
in  temper,  so  in  certain  primary  princi¬ 
ples.  And,  lastly,  the  Truth  only  is  a 
rear/doctrine,and  therefore  stable;  every¬ 
thing  false  is  of  a  transitory  nature  and 
has  no  stay,  like  reflections  in  a 
stream,  one  opinion  continually  pass¬ 
ing  into  another,  and  creations  being  but 
the  first  stages  of  dissolution.  Hence 
so  much  is  said  in  the  Fathers  of  ortho- 
doxybeinganarrow  way.  Thus  S.  Gre¬ 
gory  speaks  of  the  middle  and  “  royal” 
way.  Orat  32.  6.  also  Damasc.  contr. 
Jacob,  t.  1.  p.  398.  vid.  also  Leon.  Ep. 
85.  1.  p.  1051.  Ep.  129.  p.  1254.  “  levis- 
sima  adjectionecorrumpitur.”  alsoSerm. 
25.  1.  p.  83.  also  Vigil,  in  Eutych.  i. 
init.  Quasi  inter  duos  latrones  crucifigi- 
tur  Dominus,  &c.  Novat.  Trin.30.  vid. 
the  promise,  “  Their  ears  shall  hear 
a  word  behind  thee,  saying,  This  is 
the  way,  walk  ye  in  it,  tchen  ye  turn 
to  the  right  hand ,  and  u-hen  ye  turn  to 
the  left."  Is.  30,  21. 

c  v^aboxoi.  and  SO  xloties  arts 
y  arias ,  infr.  §.  53.  He  mentions 
T ctrr arias  i.  10.  And  SO  S. 

Hilary  speaks  of  the  exemptions  from 
taxes  which  Constantius  granted  the 
Clergy  as  a  bribe  to  Arianize ; 
“  You  concede  taxes  as  Caesar,  thereby 
to  invite  Christians  to  a  denial ;  you 
remit  what  is  your  own,  that  we  may 
lose  what  is  God’s.”  contr.  Const. 
10.  And  again,  of  resisting  Constan¬ 
tius  as  hostem  blandientem,  qui  non 
dorsa  caedit,  sed  ventrem  palpat,  non 


What  comes  not  from  the  Father  is  of the predicted  Apostasy  .191 

gain  it?  who  thus  expounded  to  them  when  they  were  at  Chap. 
school 1  ?  who  told  them,  “  Abandon  the  worship  of  the  crea-  ( ~ 
tiou,  and  then  draw  near  and  worship  a  creature  and  a notVc’ 
work11?”  But  if  they  themselves  own  that  they  have  heard  it^egSyn' 
now  for  the  first  time,  how  can  they  deny  that  this  heresy  is  p.  84. 
foreign,  and  not  from  our  fathers2?  But  what  is  not  from 5  p.  78, 
our  fathers,  but  lias  come  to  light  in  this  day,  how  can  it  be 
but  that  of  which  the  blessed  Paul  has  foretold,  that  in  the  4>  2- 

latter  times  some  shall  depart  from  the  sound 3  faith,  giving 3  h‘*‘- 
heed  to  seducing  spirits  and  doctrines  of  devils ,  in  the  Ivy-  Socrat. 
pocrisy  of  liars;  cauterized  in  their  own  conscience,  and1^ 
turning  from  the  truth'?  14.  ’ 

2.  For,  behold,  we  take  divine  Scripture,  and  thence  dis-  §.  9. 
course  with  freedom  of  the  religious  Faith,  and  set  it  up  as  a 
light  upon  its  candlestick,  saying: — Very  Son  of  the  Father, 
natural  and  genuine,  proper  to  His  substance,  Wisdom  Only- 
begotten,  and  Very  and  Only  Word  of  God  is  He;  not  a 
creature  or  work,  but  an  offspring  proper  to  the  Father’s  sub¬ 
stance.  Wherefore  He  is  very  God,  existing  one  in  substance4 1 
with  the  very  Father;  while  other  beings,  to  whom  He  said, 

I  said  ye  are  Gods,  had  this  grace  from  the  Father,  only  by 


proscribit  ad  vitam,  sed  ditat  in  mortem, 
non  caput  gladio  desecat,  sed  animam 
auro  occidit.  ibid.  5.  vid.  Coustant.  in 
loc.  Liberius  says  the  same,  Theod. 
Hist.  ii.  13.  And  S.  Gregory  Naz. 
speaks  of  ftiXXin  ri 

rrou;.  Orat.  21.21.  On  the  other  hand, 
Ep.  JEg.2-2.  A  than,  contrasts  the  Arians 
with  the  Meletians,  as  not  influenced  by 
secular  views.  But  it  is  obvious  that 
there  were,  as  was  natural,  two  classes 
of  men  in  the  heretical  party  ; — the 
fanatical  class  who  began  the  heresy 
and  were  its  real  life,  such  as  Arius, 
and  afterwards  the  Anomoeans,in  whom 
misbelief  was  a  l<  mania and  the  Eu- 
sebians,  who  cared  little  for  a  theory  of 
doctrine  or  consistency  of  profession, 
compared  with  their  own  aggrandize¬ 
ment.  With  these  must  be  counted 
numbers,  who  conformed  to  Arianism 
lest  they  should  suffer  temporal  loss. 

d  vid.  p.  3,  note  f.  fin.  This  consider¬ 
ation,  as  might  be  expected,  is  insisted 
on  by  the  Fathers,  vid.  Cyril.  Dial.  iv. 
p.  51 1,  &c.  v.  p.  566.  Greg.  Naz.  40. 
42.  Hil.  Trin.  viii.  28.  Ambros.  de 
fid.  i.  n.  69  and  104. 

•  This  passage  is  commonly  taken  by 


the  Fathers  to  refer  to  the  Oriental 
sects  of  the  early  centuries,  who  ful¬ 
filled  one  or  other  of  those  conditions 
which  it  specifies.  It  is  quoted  against 
the  Marcionists  hy  Clement.  Strom,  iii. 
6.  Of  the  Carpoeratians  apparently, 
Iren.  Haer.  i.  25.  Epiph.  Haer.  27.  5. 
Of  the  Valentinians,  Epiph.  Haer.  31. 
34.  Of  the  Montanists  and  others, 
ibid.  48.  8.  Of  the  Saturnilians  (ac¬ 
cording  to  Huet.)  Origen  in  Matt.  xiv. 
16.  Of  apostolic  heretics,  Cyril.  Cat. 
iv.  27.  Of  Marcionites,  Valentinians, 
and  Manichees,  Chrysost.  de  Virg.  5. 
Of  Gnostics  and  Manichees,  Theod. 
Haer.  ii.  praef.  Of  Encratites,  ibid.  v. 
fin.  Of  Eutyches,  Ep.  Anon.  190.(apud 
Garner.  Diss.v.  Theod.  p. 901.)  Pseudo- 
Justin  seems  to  consider  it  fulfilled  in 
the  Catholics  of  the  fifth  century,  as 
being  Anti-pelagians.  Quaest.  22.  vid. 
Bened.  note  in  loc.  Besides  Athanasius, 
no  early  author  occurs  to  the  writer  of 
this,  by  whom  it  is  referred  to  the  Arians, 
except  S.  Alexander’s  Letter  ap.  Socr. 
i.  6.  and,  if  he  may  hazard  the  conjec¬ 
ture,  there  is  much  in  that  letter  like 
Athan.’s  own  writing. 


192  Contrast  between  Scripture  doctrine  and  Arian. 

Disc,  participation'  of  the  Word,  through  the  Spirit.  For  He  is 
7-y— — the  expression  of  the  Father’s  Person,  and  Light  from  Light, 
Deer,  and  Power,  and  very  Image  of  the  Father’s  substance.  For 
dt^Syn!  to°  ^le  Lord  lias  said,  He  that  hath  seen  Me,  hath  seen 
the  Father.  And  He  ever  was  and  is,  and  never  was  not. 

°  For  the  Father  being  everlasting,  His  Word  and  His  Wisdom 

2  P-  25>  must  be  everlasting 2. 
note  c. 

3.  On  the  other  hand,  what  have  these  persons  to  shew  us 
from  the  infamous  Thalia?  Or,  first  of  all,  let  them  study  it 
themselves,  and  copy  the  tone  of  the  writer;  at  least  the 
mockery  which  they  will  encounter  from  others  may  instruct 
them  how  low  they  have  fallen ;  and  then  let  them  proceed  to 
explain  themselves.  For  what  can  they  say  from  it,  but  that 
“  God  was  not  always  a  Father,  but  became  so  afterwards ; 
the  Son  was  not  always,  for  He  was  not  before  His  genera¬ 
tion  ;  He  is  not  from  the  Father,  but  He,  as  others,  has  come 
into  subsistence  out  of  nothing;  He  is  not  proper  to  the 
Father’s  substance,  for  He  is  a  creature  and  work  ?”  And 
“  Christ  is  not  very  God,  but  He,  as  others,  was  made  God 
by  participation ;  the  Son  has  not  exact  knowledge  of  the 
Father,  nor  does  the  Word  see  the  Father  perfectly;  and 
neither  exactly  understands  nor  knows  the  Father.  He  is 
not  the  very  and  only  Word  of  the  Father,  but  is  in  name 
only  called  Word  and  Wisdom,  and  is  called  by  grace  Son 
and  Power.  He  is  not  unalterable,  as  the  Father  is,  but 
alterable  in  nature,  as  the  creatures,  and  He  comes  short  of 
perfect  knowledge  of  theFatlierfor  comprehension.”  Wonderful 
this  heresy, not  plausible  even,  but  making  speculations  against 
Him  that  is,  that  He  be  not,  and  every  where  putting  forward 
blasphemy  for  blessing  !  Were  any  one,  after  inquiring  into 
both  sides,  to  be  asked,  whether  of  the  two  he  would  follow 
in  faith,  or  whether  of  the  two  spoke  fitly  of  God, — or  rather 
let  them  say  themselves,  these  abetters  of  irreligion,  what,  if 
a  man  be  asked  concerning  God,  (for  the  Word  was  God,)  it 
were  fit  to  answer f.  For  from  this  one  question  the  whole 
case  on  both  sides  may  be  determined,  what  is  fitting  to 
say, — He  was,  or  He  was  not;  always,  or  before  His  birth  ; 

f  That  is,  “  Let  them  tell  u=,  is  it  such  is  the  Word,  viz.  that  He  was 
right  to  predicate  this  or  to  predicate  from  eternity  or  was  created,”  & c.  &c. 
that  of  God,  (of  One  who  is  God,)  for 
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eternal,  or  from  this  and  from  then  ;  true,  or  by  adoption,  and  Chap. 
from  participation  and  in  idea1;  to  call  Him  one  of  things  |  - 
generated,  or  to  unite  Him  to  the  Father  ;  to  consider  Him 
unlike  the  Father  in  substance,  or  like  and  proper  to  Ilim ; 
a  creature,  or  Him  through  whom  the  creatures  were  gene-  §.  38. 
rated;  that  He  is  the  Father’s  Word,  or  that  there  is  another 
Word  beside  Him,  and  that  by  this  other  He  was  generated, 
and  by  another  Wisdom;  and  that  He  is  only  named  Wisdom 
and  Word,  and  is  become  a  partaker  of  this  Wisdom,  and 
second  to  it  ? 

4.  Which  of  the  two  theologies  sets  forth  our  Lord  Jesus  §.  10. 
Christ  as  God  and  Son  of  the  Father,  this  with  which  ye  have 
burst  forth,  or  that  which  we  have  spoken  and  maintain  from 
the  Scriptures  ?  If  the  Saviour  be  not  God,  nor  Word,  nor  Son, 
you  shall  have  leave  to  say  what  you  will,  and  so  shall  the 
Gentiles,  and  the  present  Jews.  But  if  He  be  Word  of  the 
Father  and  true  Son,  and  God  from  God,  and  over  all  blessed  Kom.  9, 
for  ever,  is  it  not  becoming  to  obliterate  and  blot  out  those  °’ 
other  phrases  and  that  Arian  Thalia,  as  but  a  pattern  of  evil, 
a  store  of  all  irreligion,  into  which,  whoso  falls,  knoweth  not  Prov.  9, 
that  the  dead  are  there ,  and  that  her  guests  are  in  the 
depths  of  hell.  This  they  know  themselves,  and  in  their 
craft  they  conceal  it,  not  having  the  courage  to  speak  out, 
but  uttering  sometliing  else2.  For  should  they  speak,  a  con-2p.  to, 
demnation  would  follow ;  and  should  they  be  suspected, 
proofs  from  Scripture  will  be  cast3  at  them  from  every  side.  '10tey- 
Wherefore,  in  their  craft,  as  children  of  this  world,  after  note  f.’ 
feeding  then  so-called  lamp  from  the  wild  olive,  and  fearing 
lest  it  should  soon  be  quenched,  (for  it  is  said,  the  light  18, 

the  wicked  shall  be  put  out,)  they  hide  it  under  the  bushel4  ofuip./Eg. 
their  hypocrisy,  and  make  a  different  profession,  and  boast  of18- 
patronage  of  friends  and  authority  of  Constantius5,  that  what 5  p.  5, 
with  their  hypocrisy  and  their  boasts,  those  who  come  to  p'^o' 
them  may  be  kept  from  seeing  how  foul  their  heresy  is. note  c- 
Is  it  not  detestable  even  in  this,  that  it  dares  not  speak  out, 
but  is  kept  hid  by  its  own  friends,  and  fostered  as  serpents 
are?  for  from  what  sources  have  they  got  together6  these1' «■»•?»- 
words  ?  or  from  whom  have  they  received  what  they  venture  fnira, 
to  say7?  Not  any  one  man  can  they  specify  who  has  supplied f- 
it.  For  who  is  there  in  all  mankind,  Greek  or  Barbarian,  note  /. 
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Arianism  not  in  Scripture,  but  from  Satan. 


Disc. 

I. 


Matt. 
3,  17. 


>p.  5, 
note  k. 


2  P-  79, 
ref.  4. 


who  ventures  to  rank  among  creatures  One  who  he  confesses 
the  while  to  be  God,  and  says,  that  lie  was  not  till  lie  was 
made  ?  or  who  is  there,  who  to  the  God  in  whom  he  has 
put  faith,  refuses  to  give  credit,  when  He  says,  This  is  My 
Beloved  Son,  on  the  pretence  that  He  is  not  a  Son,  but  a 
creature  ?  rather,  such  madness  would  rouse  an  universal 
indignation.  Nor  does  Scripture  afford  them  any  pretext ; 
for  it  has  been  often  shewn,  and  it  shall  be  shewn  now,  that 
their  doctrine  is  alien  to  the  divine  oracles.  Therefore,  since 
all  that  remains  is  to  say  that  from  the  devil  came  their 
mania,  (for  of  such  opinions  he  alone  is  sower  *,)  proceed  we 
to  resist  him  ; — for  with  him  is  our  real  conflict,  and  they  are 
but  instruments ; — that,  the  Lord  aiding  us,  and  the  enemy, 
as  he  is  wont,  being  overcome  with  arguments,  they  may  be 
put  to  shame,  when  they  see  him  without  resource  who  sowed 
this  heresy  in  them,  and  may  learn  though  late,  that,  as  being 
Arians,  they  are  not  Christians9. 


CHAP.  IV. 

THAT  THE  SON  IS  ETERNAL  AND  INCREATE. 

These  attributes,  being  the  points  in  dispute,  are  first  proved  by  direct  texts 
of  Scripture.  Concerning  the  “  eternal  power”  of  God  iu  Rom.  i.  20. 
which  is  shewn  to  mean  the  Son.  Remarks  on  the  Arian  formula, 
“  Once  the  Son  was  not,”  its  supporters  not  daring  to  speak  of  “  a  time 
when  the  Son  was  not.” 


1.  At  his  suggestion  then  ye  have  maintained  and  ye  think,  Chap. 
that  “  there  was  once  when  the  Son  was  not this  is  the  first 
cloke  of  your  views  of  doctrine  which  has  to  be  stripped  off.  Say 
then  what  was  once  when  the  Son  was  not,  O  slanderous  and 
irreligious  men“?  If  ye  say  the  Father,  your  blasphemy  is  but 
greater ;  for  it  is  impious  to  say  that  He  was  “  once,”  or  to 
signify  Him  by  the  word  “  once.”  For  He  is  ever,  and  is 
now,  and  as  the  Son  is,  so  is  He,  and  is  Himself  He  that  is, 

and  Father  of  the  Son.  But  if  ye  say  that  the  Son  was  once, 
when  He  Himself  was  not,  the  answer  is  foolish  and  un¬ 
meaning.  For  how  could  He  both  be  and  not  be  ?  In  this 
difficulty,  you  can  but  answer,  that  there  was  a  time,  when  the 
Word  was  not;  for  your  very  adverb  “  once”  naturally  signifies 
this.  And  your  other,  “  The  Son  was  not  before  His  genera¬ 
tion,”  is  equivalent  to  saying,  “  There  was  once  when  He 
was  not,”  for  both  the  one  and  the  other  signify  that  there  is 
a  time  before  the  Word. 

2.  Whence  then  this  your  discover}'?  Why  do  ye,  as  the  I’s.  2,  l. 
heathen,  rage,  and  imagine  vain  words  against  the  Lord  and 


“  Athan.  observes  that  this  formula 
of  the  Arians  is  a  mere  evasion  to 
escape  using  the  word  “  time.”  vid. 
also  Cyril.  Thesaur.  iv.  pp.  19,  20. 
Else  let  them  explain, — “  There  was,” 
what  “  when  the  Son  was  not?”  or 
what  was  before  the  Son  ?  since  He 
Himself  was  before  all  times  and  ages, 
which  He  created  (supr.  p.  30,  note  n.) 
Thus,  if  “  when”  be  a  word  of  time, 
He  it  is  who  was  “  when”  He  was  not , 
which  is  absurd.  Did  they  mean,  how¬ 


ever,  that  it  was  the  Father  who  “  was” 
before  the  Son  ?  This  was  true,  if 
“  before”  was  taken,  not  to  imply 
time,  but  origination  or  beginning. 
And  in  this  sense  the  first  verse  of  St. 
John’s  Gospel  may  be  interpreted  “  In 
the  Beginning,”  or  Origin,  i.  e.  in 
the  Father  “  was  the  Word.”  Tr.us 
Athan.  himself  understands  that  text, 
Orat.  iv.  §.  1.  vid.  also  Orat.  iii.  $.  9. 
Nyssen.  contr.  Eunom.  iii.  p.  106. 
Cyril.  Thesaur.  32.  p.  312. 


o  2 


CO  t  o 


190 


Texts  for  the  eternity  of  the  Son. 

Disc,  against  His  Christ  ?  for  no  holy  Scripture  has  used  such 

- : —  language  of  the  Saviour,  but  rather  “  always”  and  “  eternal” 

John  i,  and  “  co-existent  always  with  the  Father.”  For,  In  the  begin¬ 
ning  teas  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the 
Word  was  God.  And  in  the  Apocalypse  heb  thus  speaks; 
Apoe.  1,  Who  is  and  who  was  and  who  is  to  come.  Now  who  can 
rob  “  who  is"  and  “  who  was ”  of  eternity  ?”  This  too  in 
confutation  of  the  Jews  hath  Paul  written  in  his  Epistle  to 
Rom.  9,  the  Romans,  Of  whom  as  concerning  the  flesh  Christ,  who  is 
over  all,  God  blessed  for  ever ;  while  silencing  the  Greeks, 
Dom.  l,  he  has  said,  The  invisible  things  of  Him  from  the  creation  of 
the  world  are  clearly  seen,  being  understood  by  the  things  that 
are  made,  even  His  eternal  Power  and  Godhead ;  and  what 
l  Cor.  the  Power  of  God  isc,  he  teaches  us  elsewhere  himself,  Christ 

j  24 

’  '  the  Power  of  God  and  the  Wisdom  of  God.  Surely  in  these 

words  he  does  not  designate  the  Father,  as  ye  often  whisper 
one  to  another,  affirming  that  the  Father  is  His  eternal 
power.  This  is  not  so;  for  he  says  not,  “  God  Himself  is 
the  power,”  but  “  His  is  the  power.”  Very  plain  is  it  to 
all  that  “  His”  is  not  “  He  j”  yet  not  something  alien  but 
rather  proper  to  Him. 

Cor.  3.  Study  too  the  context  and  turn  to  the  Lord;  now  the 

, 1 G.  l  / .  ford  is  that  Spirit d;  and  ye  will  see  that  it  is  the  Son  who 


b  radi  xiyu.  Our  translation  of  the 
New  Testament  renders  such  phrases 
similarly,  “  he.”  lib  Xtyti  “  wherefore  he 
saith,”  but  in  the  margin  “  it.”  Eph.  v. 
14.  eljux *  rnt  t/blb/tys  evru.  “  he 

spake.”  Heb.  iv.  4.  And  we  may  take  in 
explanation  “  As  the  Holy  Ghost  saith, 
To-day,”  &c.  Heb.  iii.  7.  Or  understand 
with  Athan. liaX'ty%u  Xiywy  b  nauXos-infr. 
§.  5/.  us  i/cr£>  o  ’luutwis.  Orat.  iii.  §•  30. 
vid.  also  iv.  $.  31.  On  the  other  hand, 
“  as  the  Scripture  hath  said,”  John  vii. 
42.  “  what  saith  the  Scripture  ?”  Rom. 
iv.  3.  “  that  the  Scripture  saith  is  vain,” 
James  iv.  5.  And  so  Athan.  cTltr 
fi  Hiiet  ys&ph  Xiyovtra.  infr.  §.  56.  itos  —r, 
AA  y^a-py  .  ■  <fwr!.  Orat.  iv.  i.  27.  Xiyu 
r.  y^apr..  de  deer.  §.  22.  71  ygafin. 

de  tiyn.  §.  52. 

c  Athan.  has  so  interpreted  this  text, 
snpr.  p.  149.  vid.  Justinian’s  Comment 
for  its  various  interpretations.  It  was 
either  a  received  interpretation,  or  had 
been  adduced  at  Nicsa,for  Asteriushad 
some  years  before  these  Discourses  re¬ 


plied  to  it,  vid.  snpr.  p.  101,  and  Orat.  ii. 
§.  37. 

d  S.  Athanasius  observes,  Serap.  i. 
4 — 7.  that  the  Holy  Ghost  is  never  in 
Scripture  called  simply  “  Spirit”  with¬ 
out  the  addition  “  of  God”  or  “  of  the 
Father”  or  “  from  Me”  or  of  the  ar¬ 
ticle,  or  of  “  Holy,”  or  “  Comforter,” 
or  “  of  truth,”  or  unless  He  has  been 
spoken  of  just  before.  Accordingly  this 
text  is  understood  of  the  third  Person 
in  the  Holy  Trinity  by  Origen,  contr. 
Cels.  vi.  70.  Basil  deSp.  S.  n.52.  Pseudo- 
Athan.  de  comm.  ess.  6.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  word  thu/iu,  “  Spirit,” 
is  used  more  or  less  distinctly  for 
our  Lord’s  Divine  Nature,  whether  in 
itself  or  as  incarnate,  in  Rom.  i.  4. 
1  Cor.  xv.  45.  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  Hebr.  ix. 
14.  1  Pet.  iii.  18.  John  vi.  63,  &c. 
Indeed  the  early  Fathers  speak  as  if 
the  “  Holy  Spirit”  which  came  down 
upon  S.  Mary  might  he  considered  the 
Word.  E.  g.  Tertullian  against  the 
Valentinians,  “  If  the  Spirit  of  God 
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is  signified.  For  after  making  mention  of  the  creation,  he  Chap. 

naturally  speaks  of  the  Framer’s  Power  as  seen  in  it,  which  - - - — 

Power,  I  say,  is  the  Word  of  God,  by  whom  all  things 
were  made.  If  indeed  the  creation  is  sufficient  of  itself 
alone,  without  the  Son,  to  make  God  known,  see  that  you 
fall  not  into  the  further  opinion  that  without  the  Son  it 

came  to  be.  But  if  through  the  Son  it  came  to  be,  and 

in  Him  all  things  consist,  it  must  follow  that  he  who  con- Col.  1, 
templates  the  creation  rightly,  is  contemplating  also  the17' 
Word  who  framed  it,  and  through  Him  begins  to  apprehend 
the  Father1.  And  if,  as  the  Saviour  also  says,  No  owe1 'id. 
knoweth  the  Father,  save  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  Gent! 
shall  reveal  Him ,  and  if  on  Philip’s  asking,  Shew  ns  the^ ®~^7. 
Father,  He  said  not,  “  Behold  the  creation,”  but,  He  that  27. 
hath  seen  Me,  hath  seen  the  Father,  reasonably  doth  Paul,  ,'johnU’ 
while  accusing  the  Greeks  of  contemplating  the  harmony  and 
order  of  the  creation  without  reflecting  on  the  Framing  Word 
within  it;  (for  the  creatures  witness  to  their  own  Framer;) 
and  wishing  that  through  the  creation  they  might  apprehend 
the  true  God,  and  abandon  their  worship  of  it,  reasonably 
hath  He  said,  His  eternal  Power  and  Godhead,  thereby  Kom.  1, 
signifying  the  Son.  20- 

4.  And  whereas  the  sacred  writers  say,  “  Who  exists  before 
the  ages,”  and  By  whom  He  made  the  ages,  they  thereby  jjeb.  1 
as  clearly  preach  the  eternal  and  everlasting  being  of  the  Son, 2- 
even  while  they  are  designating  God  Himself.  Thus,  if 
Esaias  says,  The  Everlasting  God,  the  Creator  of  the  ends  is.  40, 
of  the  earth;  and  Susanna  said,  O  Everlasting  God;  and  4? 


did  not  descend  into  the  womb  to  par¬ 
take  in  flesh  from  the  womb ,  why  did 
He  descend  at  all?”  de  earn.  Chr.  19. 
vid.  also  ibid.  5  and  14.  contr.  Prax. 
26.  Just.  Apol.  i.  33.  Iren.  Hcer.  v.  1. 
Cypr.  Idol.  V an.  6.  (p.  19.  Oxf.  Tr.) 
Lactant.  Instit.  iv.  12.  vid.  also  Hilar. 
Trin.  ii.  27.  Athan.  Xoyes  i,  ry  wiuf/.art 
SrXxrn  re  txufia.  Serap.  i.  31  fin.  iv  ry 
Xeyy  nv  re  rvio/ta  ibid.  iii.  6.  And 
more  distinctly  even  as  late  as  S.  Max¬ 
imus,  aurbv  ccvri  trxeex;  auXXaf&outra  rev 
Xe'yev,  KixvtiKi.  t.  2.  p.  309.  The  ear¬ 
liest  ecclesiastical  authorities  are  S. 
Ignatius  ad  Smyrn.  init.  and  S.  Hermas 
(even  though  his  date  were  A.D.  160.) 
who  also  says  plainly,  Filins  autem 


Spiritus  Sanctus  est.  Past.  iii.  5.  n.  5. 
The  same  use  of  “  Spirit”  for  the  Word 
or  Godhead  of  the  Word,  is  also  found 
in  Tatian.  adv.  Grsec.  7.  Athenag.  Leg. 
1 0.  Theoph.  ad  Autol.  ii  10.  Iren.  Haer. 
iv.  36.  Tertull.  Apol.  23.  Lact.  Inst, 
iv.  6.  8.  Hilar.  Trin.  ix.  3.  and  14. 
Eustath.  apud  Theod.  Eran.  iii.  p.235. 
Athan.  de  Incarn.  22.  (if  it  be  Athan. ’s) 
contr.  Apoll.  i.  8.  Apollinar.  ap.  Theod. 
Eran.i.p.  71.  and  the  Apollinarists  pas¬ 
sim.  Greg.  Naz.Ep.  101.  ad  Cledon.p.85. 
Ambros.Incarn.63.Severian.ap.Theod. 
Eran. ii.p.  1 67.  V id.  Grot,  ad  Marc. ii.  8. 
Bull.  Def.  F.  N.  i.  2.  §.  5.  Coustant. 
Pr»f.  in  Hilar.  57,  &e.  Montfaueon 
in  Athan.  Serap.  iv.  19. 
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Further  texts  for  the  eternity  of  the  Son. 


Disc.  Baruch  wrote,  I  will  cry  unto  the  Everlasting  in  my  days, 
and  shortly  after,  My  hope  is  in  the  Everlasting ,  that  He 


Bar.  4, 
20.  22. 


Hebr. 
1,  3. 
Ps.  90, 
17. 

Ps.  36, 
9. 

1  supr. 
pp.  20, 

48. 


will  save  you,  and  joy  is  come  unto  me  from  the  Holy  One; 
yet  forasmuch  as  the  Apostle,  writing  to  the  Hebrews,  says, 
Who  being  the  radiance  of  His  glory  and  the  Expression  of 
His  Person  ;  and  David  too  in  the  eighty-ninth  Psalm,  And 
the  brightness  of  the  Lord  be  upon  us,  and,  In  Thy  Light 
shall  we  see  Light,  who  has  so  little  sense  as  to  doubt  of  the 
eternity  of  the  Son1  ?  for  when  did  man  see  light  without  the 
brightness  of  its  radiance,  that  he  may  say  of  the  Son, 
“  There  was  once,  when  He  was  not,”  or  “  Before  His 
generation  He  was  not.” 

5.  And  the  words  addressed  to  the  Son  in  the  hundred 
Ps.  145,  and  forty-fourth  Psalm,  Thy  kingdom  is  a  kingdom  of  all 

ages,  forbid  any  one  to  imagine  any  interval  at  all  in  which 
the  Word  did  not  exist.  For  if  every  interval  is  measured 
-aid tut  by  ages,  and  of  all  the  ages2  the  Word  is  King  and  Maker, 
therefore,  whereas  no  interval  at  all  exists  prior  to  Him',  it 
3  aldntt  were  madness  to  say,  “  There  was  once  when  the  Everlasting* 
was  not,”  and  “  From  nothing  is  the  Son.” 

6.  And  whereas  the  Lord  Himself  says,  I  am  the  Truth,  not 
“  I  became  the  Truth  ;”  but  always,  I  am, — I  am  the  Shep¬ 
herd, — I  am  the  Light, — and  again,  Call  ye  Me  not,  Lord 
and  Master  ?  and  ye  call  Me  well,  for  so  I  am,  who,  hearing 

I3,ni]3.  such  language  from  God,  and  Wisdom,  and  Word  of  the 
Father,  speaking  of  Himself,  will  any  longer  hesitate  about 
its  truth,  and  not  forthwith  believe  that  in  the  phrase  I  am, 
is  signified  that  the  Son  is  eternal  and  unoriginate  ? 

7.  It  is  plain  then  from  the  above  that  the  Scriptures  declare 

the  Son’s  eternity ;  it  is  equally  plain  from  what  follows  that 

the  Arian  phrases  “  He  was  not,”  and  “  before”  and  “  when,” 

are  in  the  same  Scriptures  predicated  of  creatures.  Moses, 

for  instance,  in  his  account  of  the  generation  of  our  system, 

Gen.  2,  says,  And  every  plant  of  the  field,  before  it  was  in  the  earth, 
5. 


John 
14,  6. 
John 
10,  14 
John 
8,  12. 
John 


§.  13. 


e  Vid.  p.  30,  note  n.  The  subject  is  Angels.  This  had  been  a  philosophical 
treated  at  length  in  Greg.  Nyss.  eontr.  distinction,  Timseus  says,  tlxdt  \m 
Eunom.  i.  t.  2.  Append,  p.  93 — 101.  %(oteg  ru  ayitteirt*  St  aluta  trorci- 

vid.  also  Ambros.  de  Fid.  i.  S — 11.  As  yt^tuc/ug.  vid.  also  Philon.  Quod  Deus 
time  measures  the  material  creation,  Immut.  6.  Euseb.  Laud.  C.  p.  501. 
so  “  ages”  were  considered  to  measure  Naz.  Or.  38,  8. 
the  immaterial,  as  the  duration  of 


Scripture  uses  “  teas  not  before ”  of  creatures.  199 

and  every  herb  of  the  field  before  it  grew ;  for  the  Lord  God  Chap. 
had  not  caused  it  to  rain  upon  the  earth,  and  there  was  not  ' 
a  man  to  till  the  ground.  And  in  Deuteronomy,  When  the  Deut. 
Most  High  divided  to  the  nations.  And  the  Lord  said  in  His  ’ 
own  Person1,  If  ye  loved  Me,  ye  would  rejoice  because  I  said,1  £««- 
I  go  unto  the  Father,  for  My  Father  is  greater  than  I.  j0whn 
And  now  I  have  told  you  before  it  come  to  pass,  that  when  itl4> 28  • 
is  come  to  pass,  ye  might  believe.  And  concerning  the  crea¬ 
tion  He  says  by  Solomon,  Or  ever  the  earth  was,  when  Prow  8, 

23 

there  were  no  depths,  I  was  brought  forth  ;  when  there 
were  no  fountains  abounding  with  water.  Before  the  moun¬ 
tains  were  settled,  before  the  hills,  was  I  brought  forth. 

And  Before  Abraham  was,  I  am.  And  concerning  Jeremias  John 
He  says,  Before  I  formed  thee  in  the  womb,  I  knew  thee.  je” ^  5 
And  David  in  the  Psalm  says,  Before  the  mountains  were Ps.90,i. 
brought  forth,  or  ever  the  earth  and  the  world  were  made, 

Thou  art  God  from  everlasting  and  world  without  end. 

And  in  Daniel,  Susanna  cried  out  with  a  loud  voice  a«</Sus.  42. 
said,  O  everlasting  God,  that  k nowest  the  secrets,  and  knowest 
all  things  before  they  be.  Thus  it  appears  that  the  phrases 
“  once  was  not,”  and  “  before  it  came  to  be,”  and  “  when,” 
and  the  like,  belong  to  things  generate  and  creatures,  which 
come  out  of  nothing,  but  are  alien  to  the  Word.  But  if  such 
terms  are  used  in  Scripture  of  things  generate,  but  “  ever”  of 
the  Word,  it  follows,  O  ye  God’s  enemies,  that  the  Son  did  not 
come  out  of  nothing,  nor  is  in  the  number  of  generated  things 
at  all,  but  is  the  Father’s  Image  and  Word  eternal,  never  having 
not  been,  but  being  ever,  as  the  eternal  Radiance2  of  a  Light 2  p.  39, 
which  is  eternal.  Why  imagine  then  times  before  the  Son?  note  b‘ 
or  wherefore  blaspheme  the  Word  as  after  times,  by  whom 
even  the  ages  were  made3?  for  how  did  time  or  age  at  alDp.  108, 
subsist  when  the  Word,  as  you  sav,  had  not  appeared,  through 
whom  all  things  were  made  and  without  whom  not  one  things, 
was  made  ?  Or  why,  when  you  mean  time,  do  you  not  plainly 
say,  “a  time  was  when  the  Word  was  not?”  but  you  drop 
the  word  “  time”  to  deceive  the  simple,  while  you  do  not  at 
all  conceal  your  own  feeling,  nor,  even  if  you  did,  could  you 
escape  discover)".  For  you  still  simply  mean  times,  when 
you  say,  “  There  was  when  He  was  not,”  and  “  He  was 
not  before  His  generation.” 


CHAP.  V. 

SUBJECT  CONTINUED. 


Objection,  that  the  Son's  eternity  makes  Him  co-ordinate  with  the  Father, 
introduces  the  subject  of  His  Divine  Sonship,  as  a  second  proof  of  His 
eternity.  The  word  Son  is  introduced  in  a  secondary,  but  is  to  be  under¬ 
stood  in  a  real  sense.  Since  all  things  partake  of  the  Father  in  partaking 
of  the  Son,  He  is  the  whole  participation  of  the  Father,  that  is,  He  is 
the  Son  by  nature ;  for  to  be  wholly  participated  is  to  beget. 


Disc.  1.  When  these  points  are  thus  proved,  their  profaneness 
— h —  goes  further.  “  If  there  never  was,  when  the  Son  was  not,”  say 
they,  “  but  He  is  eternal,  and  co-exists  with  the  Father,  call 
Him  no  more  the  Father's  Son,  but  brother*.”  O  insensate 
and  contentious !  For  if  we  said  only  that  He  was  eternally 
with  the  Father,  and  notHis  Son,  their  pretended  scruple  would 
have  some  plausibility;  but  if,  while  we  say  that  He  is  eternal, 
we  also  confess  Him  tobe  Son  from  the  Father, how  canHc  that 
is  begotten  be  considered  brother  of  Him  who  begets  ?  And 
if  our  faith  is  in  Father  and  Son,  what  brotherhood  is  there 
between  them  ?  and  how  can  the  Word  be  called  brother  of 


Him  whose  Word  He  is  ?  This  is  not  an  objection  of  men 
really  ignorant,  for  they  comprehend  how  the  truth  lies;  but 
it  is  a  Jewish  pretence,  and  that  from  those  who,  in  Solomon’s 
Prov.  words,  through  desire  separate  themselves  from  the  truth. 
18’  K  For  the  Father  and  the  Son  were  not  generated  from  some 


1  vid.  de 
Syn.  §, 
51.  p. 
152. 


pre-existing  origin1,  that  we  may  account  Them  brothers,  but 


2  That  this  vras  an  objection  urged 
bv  Eunomius,  has  already  been  men¬ 
tioned  from  S.  Cyril,  supr.  p.  151,  note 
z.  It  is  implied  also  in  the  Apology  of 
the  former,  §.  24.  and  in  Basil,  contr. 
Eunom.  ii.  28.  Aetius  was  in  Alex¬ 
andria  with  George  of  Cappadocia, 
A.D.  356 — 8.  and  Athan.  wrote  these 
Discourses  in  the  latter  year,  as  the 
de  Syn.  at  the  end  of  the  next.  It  is 
probable  then  that  he  is  alluding  to  the 


Anomcean  arguments  as  he  heard  them 
reported,  vid.  de  Syn.  1.  c.  where  he 
says,  “  they  say,  as  you  have  leritlen.” 
§.51.  'Aysyyio;  xacr  ourixy  is  mentioned 
infr.§.  17.  As  the  Arians  here  object  that 
the  First  and  Second  Persons  of  the 
Holy  Trinity  are  aSiAfio),  so  did  they 
say  the  same  in  the  course  of  the  con¬ 
troversy  of  the  Second  and  Third,  vid. 
Athan.  Serap.  i.  15.  iv.  2. 
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Our  Lord  eternal,  because  the  Son. 

the  Father  is  the  Origin  of  the  Son  and  begat  Him ;  and  the  Chap. 

Father  is  Father,  and  not  the  Son  of  any;  and  the  Son  is  Son, - : — 

and  not  brother. 

2.  Further,  if  He  is  called  the  eternal  offspringb  of  the  Father, 

He  is  rightly  so  called.  For  never  was  the  substance  of  the 
Father  imperfect ',  that  what  is  proper  to  it  should  be  added1 
afterwards2;  nor,  as  man  from  man,  has  the  Son  been  be-  2  I'VlCUU. - 
gotten,  so  as  to  be  later  than  His  Father’s  existence,  but  He^p_ 
is  God’s  offspring,  and  as  being  proper  Son  of  God,  who  is3'’;  note 
ever,  He  exists  eternally.  For,  whereas  it  is  proper  to  men' 
to  beget  in  time,  from  the  imperfection  of  their  nature3,  God’s3  infr. 
offspring  is  eternal,  for  His  nature  is  ever  perfect0.  If  then^pj?fin' 
He  is  not  a  Son,  but  a  work  made  out  of  nothing,  they  have  p-  19, 
but  to  prove  it ;  and  then  they  are  at  liberty,  as  if  speculating 
about  a  creature,  to  cry  out,  “  There  was  once  when  He  was 


b  In  other  words,  by  the  Divine 
yityyici;  is  not  meant  an  act  hut  an  eter¬ 
nal  and  unchangeable  fact,  in  the  Divine 
Essence.  Arius,  not  admitting  this, 
objected  at  the  outset  of  the  contro¬ 
versy  to  the  phrase  “  always  Father, 
alw  ays  Son,”  Theod.  Hist.  i.4.p.  749.  and 
Eunomius  argues  that,  “if  the  Son  is  co¬ 
eternal  with  the  Father,  the  Father  was 
neversuch  in  act,  injyo; ,  but  was  iaycs .” 
Cyril.  Thesaur.  v.  p.  41.  S.  Cyril  an¬ 
swers  that M'orXrs,  fjya,  are  made  tluiu, 
from,  without ;  hut  that  our  Lord,  as  St. 
Athanasius  here  says,  is  neither  a 
“  work”  nor  “  from  without.”  And 
hence  he  says  elsewhere  that,  while 
men  are  fathers  first  in  posse  then 
in  act,  God  is  2vtdf*u  n  xal  ivtaytix 
"Vaviij.  Dial.  2.  p.  458.  (vid.  supr.  p.  65. 
note  m.)  Victorious  in  like  manner  says, 
that  God  is  potentia  et  actione  Deus 
sed  in  aeterna  ;  Adv.  Ar.  i.  p.  202.  and 
he  quotes  S.  Alexander,  speaking  ap¬ 
parently  in  answer  to  Arius,  of  a  sem¬ 
per  generans  generatio.  And  Arius 
scoffs  at  auyiv/rit  and  ayivytjroytfdg. 
Theod.  Hist.  i.  4.  p.  749.  And  Origen 
had  said,  a  ffurrto  tu)  yivvaTcu.  ap.  Routh. 
Reliq.  r.  4.  p.  304.  and  S.  Dionysius 
calls  Him  the  Radiance,  avxo%cr  xxi 
aiiyitte.  Athan.  S.  D.  15.  S.  Augustine 
too  says,  Semper  gignit  Pater,  et  semper 
nascitur  Filius.  Ep.  238.  a.  24.  Petav.  de 
Trin.  ii.  5.  n.  7.  quotes  the  follow¬ 
ing  passage  from  Theodorus  Abucara, 
“  Since  the  Son’s  generation  does  but 
signify  His  having  His  existence  from 
the  Father,  which  He  has  ever,  there¬ 


fore  He  is  ever  begotten.  For  it  be¬ 
came  Him,  who  is  properly  ( xvoiui )  the 
Son,  ever  to  be  deriving  His  existence 
from  the  Father,  and  not  as  we  who 
derive  its  commencement  only.  In  us 
generation  is  a  way  to  existence;  in 
the  Son  of  God  it  denotes  the  existence 
itself ;  in  Him  it  has  not  existence  for  its 
end,  hut  it  is  itself  an  end,  and 

is  perfect,  rfatiot.”  Opusc.  26. 

c  vid.  foregoing  note.  A  similar  pas¬ 
sage  is  found  in  Cyril.  Thesaur.  v. 
p.  42.  Dial.  ii.  fin.  This  was  retorting 
the  objection ;  the  Arians  said,  “  How 
can  God  he  ever  perfect,  who  added  to 
Himself  a  Son  ?”  Athan.  answers, 
“  How  can  the  Son  not  be  eternal, 
since  God  is  ever  perfect?”  vid.  Greg. 
Nyssen.  contr.  Eunom.  Append,  p.  142. 
Cyril.  Thesaur.  x.  p.  78.  As  to  the 
Son’s  perfection,  Aetius  objects  ap. 
Epiph.  Haer.  76.  p.  925,  6,  that  growth 
and  consequent  accession  from  without 
were  essentially  involved  in  the  idea  of 
Sonship ;  whereas  S.  Greg.  Naz.  speaks 
of  the  Son  as  not  a t-saS  -r^ortrn,  um 
rtXi lov.  uiavi^  vtftos  rnt  ytnrtus. 

Orat.  20.  9  fin.  In  like  manner,  S. 
Basil  argues  against  Eunomius,  that 
the  Son  is  rixuti,  because  He  is  the 
Image,  not  as  if  copied,  which  is  a 
gradual  work,  but  as  a  or 

impression  of  a  seal,  or  as  the  know¬ 
ledge  communicated  from  master  to 
scholar,  which  comes  to  the  latter  and 
exists  in  him  perfect,  without  being  lost 
to  the  former,  contr.  Eunom.  ii.  16 
fin. 


•202 Ifour  Lord  is  not  from  the  Father's  substance, He  isnot  a  Sou. 

Disc,  not;”  for  things  which  are  generate  were  not,  and  came 
— - — to  be.  But  if  He  is  Son,  as  the  Father  says,  and  the 
Scriptures  proclaim,  and  “  Son”  is  nothing  else  than  what  is 
generated  from  the  Father;  and  what  is  generated  from  the 
Father  is  His  Word,  and  Wisdom,  and  Radiance  ;  what  is  to 
be  said  but  that,  in  maintaining  “  Once  the  Son  was  not,” 
they  rob  God  of  His  Word,  like  plunderers,  and  openly 
predicate  of  Him  that  He  was  once  without  His  proper  Word 
a  ay"()  and  Wisdom,  and  that  the  Light  was  once  without  radiance, 
p.  25,  ’  and  the  Fountain  was  once  barren 1  and  dry 2  ?  For  though  they 
pretend  alarm  at  the  name  of  time,  because  of  those  who  re- 
rev  hit,  proach  them  with  it,  and  say,  that  He  was  before  times,  yet 
note  z.  whereas  they  assign  certain  periods,  in  which  they  imagine  He 

4  was  not,  they  are  most  irreligious  still,  as  equally  suggesting 

at  i ia a-  .  /  u  - 

yotns,  times,  and  imputing  to  God’s  nature5  an  absence  of  His 
P''2U?’  rational  Word4. 

note  b. 

15.  3.  But  if  on  the  other  hand,  while  they  acknowledge  with  us 

the  name  of  “  Son,”  from  an  unwillingness  to  be  publicly  and 
generally  condemned,  they  deny  that  the  Son  is  the  proper 
offspring  of  the  Father’s  substance,  on  the  ground  that  this 

5  de  must  imply  parts  and  divisions5 ;  what  is  this  but  to  deny  that 
$.io, n.  He  is  very  Son,  and  only  in  name  to  call  Him  Son  at  all? 
p^io —  And  is  it  not  a  grievous  error,  to  have  material  thoughts 

about  what  is  immaterial,  and  because  of  the  weakness  of  their 
proper  nature  to  deny  what  is  natural  and  proper  to  the 
Father?  It  does  but  remain®,  that  they  should  deny  Him 
note  c.’  also,  because  they  understand  not  how  God  is7,  and  what  the 
^  '“g-  Father  is,  now  that,  foolish  men,  they  measure  by  themselves 
the  Offspring  of  the  Father.  And  persons  in  such  a  stale 
of  mind  as  to  consider  that  there  cannot  be  a  Son  of  God, 
demand  our  pity;  but  they  must  be  interrogated  and  exposed 
for  the  chance  of  bringing  them  to  their  senses. 

4.  If  then,  as  you  say,  “  the  Son  is  from  nothing,”  and  “  was 
not  before  His  generation,”  He,  of  course,  as  well  as  others, 
must  be  called  Son,  and  God,  and  Wisdom  only  by  par¬ 
ticipation  ;  for  thus  all  other  creatures  consist,  and  by  sanc¬ 
tification  are  glorified.  You  have  to  tell  us  then,  of  what  He  is 
» deSyn. partaker8.  All  other  things  partake  the  Spirit,  but  He,  ac- 
p.4i48,  cording  you,  of  what  is  He  partaker?  of  the  Spirit?  Xay, 
J5i.  rather  the  Spirit  Himself  takes  from  the  Son,  as  He  Himself 
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To  be  begotten  is  to  participate  wholly. 


says ;  and  it  is  not  reasonable  to  say  that  the  latter  is  sane-  Chap. 

tified  by  the  former.  Therefore  it  is  the  Father  that  He  par - — — 

takes;  for  this  only  remains  to  say.  But  this,  which  is  par¬ 
ticipated,  what  is  it  or  whence1  f  If  it  be  something  external 1  p.  15, 
provided  by  the  Father,  He  will  not  now  be  partaker  of  thenote  e‘ 
Father,  but  of  what  is  external  to  Him ;  and  no  longer  will 
He  be  even  second  after  the  Father,  since  He  has  before  Him 
this  other;  nor  can  He  be  called  Son  of  the  Father,  but 
of  that,  as  partaking  which,  He  has  been  called  Son  and  God. 

And  if  this  be  extravagant  and  irreligious,  when  the  Father 
says,  This  is  My  Beloved  Son,  and  when  the  Son  says  that  Matt. 
God  is  His  own  Father,  it  follows  that  what  is  partaken  is  ’ 
not  external,  but  from  the  substance  of  the  Father.  And  as 
to  this  again,  if  it  be  other  than  the  substance  of  the  Son,  an 
equal  extravagance  will  meet  us ;  there  being  in  that  case 
something  between  this  that  is  from  the  Father  and  the 
substance  of  the  Son,  whatever  that  be d. 

5.  Such  thoughts  then  being  evidently  extravagant  and  un-  §• 
true,  we  are  driven  to  say  that  what  is  from  the  substance  of 
the  Father,  and  proper  to  Him,  is  entirely  the  Son ;  for  it 
is  all  one  to  say  that  God  is  wholly  participated,  and  that  He 
begets ;  and  what  does  begetting  signify  but  a  Son  ?  And 
thus  of  the  Son  Himself,  all  things  partake  according  to  the 
grace  of  the  Spirit  coming  from  Him2;  and  this  shews  that  the  2deDecr. 


16. 


Son  Himself  partakes  of  nothing,  but  what  is  partaken  from  the 


§.31. 
p.  57. 


d  Here  is  taught  us  the  strict  unity  of 
the  Divine  Substance.  When  it  is  said 
that  the  First  Person  of  the  Holy  Trinity 
communicates  divinity  to  the  Second,  it 
is  meant  that  that  one  Essence  which  is 
the  F ather,  also  is  the  Son.  Hence  the 
force  of  the  word  ifiotunot,  which  was  in 
consequence  accused  of  Sabellianism, 
hut  was  distinguished  from  it  hy  the 
particle  i/itu,  “  together,”  which  implied 
a  difference  as  well  as  unity; — whereas 
morooinot  or  fvuuiritv  implied,  with  the 
Sabellians,  an  identity  or  a  confusion. 
The  Arians,  on  the  other  hand,  as  in  the 
instance  of  Eusebius,  &c.  supr.  p.  63, 
note  g.  p.  116,  note  h.  considered  the 
Father  and  the  Son  two  tvolai.  The  Ca¬ 
tholic  doctrine  is  that,  though  the  Divine 
Substance  is  both  the  Father  Ingenerate 
and  also  the  Only-begotten  Son, it  is  not 
itself  iyitttiTH  or  yumrii;  which  was 
the  objection  urged  againstthe  Catholics 


by  Aetius,  Epiph.  Hser.  76.  10.  Thus 
Athan.  says,  de  Deer.  §.  30.  “  He  has 
given  the  authority  of  all  things  to  the 
Son,  and,  having  given  it,  is  once  more, 
ordi u»,  the  Lord  of  all  tilings  through 
the  Word.”  supr.  p.  55.  Again,  “  the 
Father  having  given  all  things  to 
the  Son,  has  all  things  once  again , 
ordXit... for  the  Son’s  Godhead  is  the 
Godhead  of  the  F  ather.”  Orat.iii.§.36fin. 
Hence  h  ix  mu  irargif  tic  rot  ulot  ilarh; 
ifftuoruf  xa.) abuu^truf  ruy^atn.  Expos. 
F.  2.  vid.  supr.  p.  145,  note  r.  “  Vera 
et  seterna  substantia,  in  se  tota  per- 
manens,  totam  se  cosetern®  veritati 
nativitatis  indulsit.”  Fulgent.  Resp.  7. 
And  S.  Hilary,  “  Filiusin  Patreestetin 
Filio  Pater,  non  per  transfusionem,  re- 
fusionemque  mutuam,  sed  per  viventis 
natur®  perfectam  nativitatem.”  Trin. 
vii.  31. 


204  Generation  does  not  imply  division  or  affection  of  substance- 

Disc.  Father,  is  the  Son;  for,  as  partaking  of  the  Son  Himself,  we 
— L — are  said  to  partake  of  God;  and  this  is  what  Peter  said, 

2  Pet.  that  ye  may  be  partakers 1  in  a  divine  nature ;  as  says  too 
*»w'»»#»»i'the  Apostle,  Know  ye  not ,  that  ye  are  a  temple  of  God ? 
l  Cor.  and  \Ye  are  the  temple  of  the  Living  God.  And  beholding 
s  the  Son,  we  seethe  Father;  for  the  thought2  and  comprehen- 
g‘ynd^  sion  °f  the  Son,  is  knowledge  concerning  the  Father,  because 
48  fin.  He  is  His  proper  offspring  from  His  substance.  And  since  to 

be  partaken  no  one  of  us  would  ever  call  affection  or  division  of 
God’s  substance,  (for  it  has  been  shewn  and  acknowledged  that 
God  is  participated,  and  to  be  participated  is  the  same  thing 
as  to  beget;)  therefore  that  which  is  begotten  is  neither  affec¬ 
tion  nor  division  of  that  blessed  substance.  Hence  it  is  not 
incredible  that  God  should  have  a  Son,  the  Offspring  of  His 
own  substance ;  nor  do  we  imply  affection  or  division  of 
God’s  substance,  when  we  speak  of  “Son”  and  “  Offspring;” 
but  rather,  as  acknowledging  the  genuine,  and  true,  and 
Only-begotten  of  God,  so  we  believe. 

6.  If  then,  as  we  have  stated  and  are  shewing,  what  is  the 
Offspring  of  the  Father’s  substance  be  the  Son,  we  cannot 

3  supr.  hesitate, rather,  we  mustbe  certain,  that  the  same  3  is  the  Wisdom 

and  Word  of  the  Father,  in  and  through  whom  He  creates 
p.  41,  and  makes  all  things;  and  His  Brightness  too,  in  whom  He 
nott  e’  enlightens  all  things,  and  is  revealed  to  whom  He  will ;  and 
His  Expression  and  Image  also,  in  whom  He  is  contemplated 
Johnio,  and  known,  wherefore  He  and  His  Father  are  one ,  and 
whoso  looketh  on  Him,  looketh  on  the  Father;  and  the 
Christ,  in  whom  all  things  are  redeemed,  and  the  new  creation 
wrought  afresh.  And  on  the  other  hand,  the  Son  being  such 
Offspring,  it  is  not  fitting,  rather  it  is  full  of  peril,  to  say,  that 
He  is  a  work  out  of  nothing,  or  that  He  was  not  before 
His  generation.  For  he  who  thus  speaks  of  that  which  is 
proper  to  the  Father’s  substance,  already  blasphemes  the 
*  p.  3,  Father  Himself4 ;  since  he  really  thinks  of  Him  what  He  falsely 
note  f'  imagines  of  His  offspring. 


CHAP.  VI. 

SUBJECT  CONTINUED. 


Third  proof  of  the  Son’s  eternity,  viz.  from  other  titles  indicative  of  His 
consubstantiality ;  as  the  Creator;  as  One  of  the  Blessed  Trinity;  as 
Wisdom;  as  Word;  as  Image.  If  the  Son  a  perfect  Image  of  the 
Father,  why  is  He  not  a  Father  also?  because  God,  being  perfect,  is 
not  the  origin  of  a  race.  Only  the  Father  a  Father  because  the 
Only  Father,  only  the  Son  a  Son  because  the  Only  Son.  Men  are  not 
really  fathers  and  really  sons,  but  shadows  of  the  True.  The  Son  does 
not  become  a  Father,  because  He  has  received  from  the  Father,  to  be 
immutable  and  ever  the  same. 


1.  This  thought  is  of  itself  a  sufficient  refutation  of  the  Chap. 
Aiian  heresy ;  however,  its  heterodoxy  will  appear  also  from  • 
the  following; — If  God  be  Maker  and  Creator,  and  create  His 


§.  17. 


works  through  the  Son,  and  we  cannot  regard  things  which 
come  to  be,  except  as  being  through  the  Word,  is  it  not 
blasphemous,  God  being  Maker,  to  say,  that  His  Framing 
Word  and  His  Wisdom  once  was  not?  it  is  the  same  as 
saying,  that  God  is  not  Maker,  if  He  had  not  His  proper 
Framing  Word  which  is  from  Him,  but  that  That  by  which 
He  frames,  accrues  to  Him  from  without1,  and  is  alien  from'  P-  4^, 
Him,  and  unlike2  in  substance. 

2.  Next,  let  them  tell  us  this, — or  rather  learn  from  it 
how  irreligious  they  are  in  saying  “  Once  He  was  not,” 
and,  “  He  was  not  before  His  generation  — for  if  the 
Word  is  not  with  the  Father  from  everlasting,  the  Trinity  3  3  «■{«*« 
is  not  everlasting;  but  a  One4  was  first,  and  afterwards  byV»*»s 
addition  it  became  a  Three6 ;  and  so  as  time  went  on,  it  seems, 5 
what  we  know  concerning  God  grew  and  took  shape6.  And6vid. 
further,  if  the  Son  is  not  proper  offspring  of  the  Father’s  ' 
substance,  but  of  nothing  has  come  to  be,  then  of  nothing  the 
Trinity  consists,  and  once  there  was  not  a  Three,  but  a  One ; 
and  a  Three  once  with  deficiency,  and  then  complete;  deficient, 
before  the  Son  was  generated,  complete  when  He  had  come 


Drsc. 

I. 


'  p.  191 
note  d. 


§.  18. 


2deDecr, 
§.31. 
p.  56. 


20G  If  the  Son  not  eternal ,  the  Holy  Trinity  not  eternal. 

to  be ;  and  henceforth  a  tiling  generated  is  reckoned  with 
-  the  Creator,  and  what  once  was  not  has  divine  worship  and 
,  glory  with  Him  who  was  ever1.  Nay,  what  is  more  serious 
still,  the  Three  is  discovered  to  be  unlike  Itself’,  consisting 
of  strange  and  alien  natures  and  substances.  And  this,  in 
other  words,  is  saying,  that  the  Trinity  has  a  generated 
consistence.  What  sort  of  a  worship  then  is  this,  which  is  not 
even  like  itself,  but  is  in  process  of  completion  as  time  goes 
on,  and  is  now  not  thus,  and  then  again  thus  ?  For  probably 
it  will  receive  some  fresh  accession,  and  so  on  without  limit, 
since  at  first  and  at  starting  it  took  its  consistence  by  way  of 
accessions.  And  so  undoubtedly  it  may  decrease  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  for  what  is  added  plainly  admits  of  being  subtracted. 

3.  But  this  is  not  so  :  perish  the  thought ;  the  Three  is  not 
generated  ;  but  there  is  an  eternal  and  one  Godhead  in  a 
Three,  and  there  is  one  Glory  of  the  Holy  Three.  And  ye  pre¬ 
sume  to  divide  it  into  different  natures ;  the  Father  being 
eternal,  yet  ye  say  of  the  Word  which  is  seated  by  Him,  “  Once 
He  was  not and,  whereas  the  Son  is  seated  by  the  Father,  yet 
ye  think  to  place  Him  far  from  Him.  The  Three  is  Creator 
and  Framer,  and  ye  fear  not  to  degrade  It  to  things  which  are 
from  nothing ;  ye  scruple  not  to  equal  senile  beings  to  the 
nobility  of  the  Three,  and  to  rank  the  King,  the  Lord  of  Sabaoth, 
with  subjects2.  Cease  this  confusion  of  things  unassociable, 
or  rather  of  things  which  are  not  with  Him  who  is.  Such 
statements  do  not  glorify  and  honour  the  Lord,  but  the 
reverse ;  for  he  who  dishonours  the  Son,  dishonours  also  the 
Father.  For  if  theological  doctrine  is  now  perfect  in  a 
Trinity,  and  this  is  the  true  and  only  worship  of  Him,  and 
this  is  the  good  and  the  truth,  it  must  have  been  always 
so,  unless  the  good  and  the  truth  be  something  that  came 
after,  and  theological  doctrine  is  completed  by  additions. 

I  say,  it  must  have  been  eternally  so ;  but  if  not  eternally, 
not  so  at  present  either,  but  at  present  so,  as  you  suppose  it 
was  from  the  beginning, — I  mean,  not  a  Trinity  now.  But 
such  heretics  no  Christian  would  bear ;  it  belongs  to 
Greeks,  to  introduce  a  generated  Trinity,  and  to  level  It  with 
things  generate ;  for  these  do  admit  of  deficiencies  and 
additions;  but  the  faith  of  Christians  acknowledges  the 
blessed  Trinity  as  unalterable  and  perfect  and  ever  what  It 
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was,  neither  adding  to  It  what  is  more,  nor  imputing  to  It  Chap. 

any  loss,  (for  both  ideas  are  irreligious,)  and  therefore  it  dis - — 

sociates  it  from  all  things  generated,  and  it  guards  as 
indivisible  and  worships  the  unity  of  the  Godhead  Itself; 
and  shuns  the  Arian  blasphemies,  and  confesses  and  acknow¬ 
ledges  that  the  Son  was  ever;  for  He  is  eternal,  as  is  the 
Father,  of  whom  He  is  the  Eternal  Word, — to  which  subject 
let  us  now  return  again. 

4.  If  God  be,  and  be  called,  the  Fountain  of  wisdom  and  §•  19. 
life, — as  He  says  by  Jeremiah,  They  have  forsaken  Me  the  Foun-  Jer.  2, 
tain  of  living  waters;  and  again,  A  glorious  high  throne  from  je'r  ]- 
the  beginning,  is  the  place  of  our  sanctuary ;  O  Lord,  the 12- 
Hope  of  Israel,  all  that  forsake  Thee  shall  be  ashamed,  and 

they  that  depart  from  Me  shall  be  written  in  the  earth, 

because  they  have  forsaken  the  Lord,  the  Foun  tain  of  living 

uniters;  and  in  the  book  of  Baruch  it  is  written,  Thou  hast  Bar.  3, 

12 

forsaken  the  Fountain  of  wisdom, — this  implies  that  life  and 

wisdom  are  not  foreign  to  the  Substance  of  the  Fountain,  but 

are  proper  to  It,  nor  were  at  any  time  without  existence but 1 

were  always.  Now  the  Son  is  all  this,  who  says,  I  am  the  Life, 

and,  I  Wisdom  dwell  with  prudence.  Is  it  not  then  irreligious  14>  6- 

to  say,  “  Once  the  Son  was  not  ?”  for  it  is  all  one  with  saying,  12r_°v'  3’ 

“  Once  the  Fountain  was  dry,  destitute  of  Life  and  Wisdom.” 

But  a  fountain  it  would  then  cease  to  be  ;  for  what  begetteth 

not  from  itself,  is  not  a  fountain2.  What  a  load  of  extra- 2  P-  202> 

•  •  ref*  2 

vagance  !  for  God  promises  that  those  who  do  His  will  shall 

be  as  a  fountain  which  the  water  fails  not,  saying  by  Isaiah 
the  prophet,  And  the  Lord  shall  satisfy  thy  soul  in  drought ,  Isa-  58, 
and  make  thy  bones  fat;  and  thou  shalt  be  like  a  watered}*' 
garden,  and  like  a  spring  of  water,  whose  waters fail  not.  And 
yet  these,  whereas  God  is  called  and  is  a  Fountain  of  wisdom, 
dare  to  insult  Him  as  barren3  and  void  of  His  proper  Wisdom. ;1  «?«»«» 
But  their  doctrine  is  false;  truth  witnessing  that  God  is  the 
eternal  Fountain  of  His  proper  Wisdom  ;  and,  if  the  Foun¬ 
tain  be  eternal,  the  Wisdom  also  must  needs  be  eternal.  For 
in  It  were  all  things  made,  as  David  says  in  the  Psalm,  In  Ps.  104, 
Wisdom  hast  Thou  made  them  all ;  and  Solomon  says,  The  prov.  3 
Lord  by  Wisdom  hath  formed  the  earth,  by  understanding 19- 
hath  He  established  the  heavens. 

5.  And  this  Wisdom  is  the  Word,  and  by  Him,  as  John  says, 
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Our  Lord  not  one  of“alV'  thinys. 


Disc,  (ill  thinys  were  made,  and  without  Him  was  made  not  one 

— L — thing \  And  this  Word  is  Christ;  for  there  is  One  God,  the 

3'  ’  Father,  from  whom  are  all  thinys,  and  we  for  Him;  and 

J.  C°T-  One  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  through  whom  are  all  thinys,  and 

we  through  Him.  And  if  all  things  are  through  Him,  He 

Himself  is  not  to  be  reekoned  with  that  “  all.”  For  he  who 

’  'id.  dares1  to  call  Him,  through  whom  are  all  things,  one  of  that 

de  Trin.  “  surel)'  will  have  like  speculations  concerning  God,  from 

n.^12.  whom  are  all.  But  if  he  shrinks  from  this  as  extravagant,  and 

excludes  God  from  that  all,  it  is  but  consistent  that  he  should 

also  exclude  from  that  all  the  Only-Begotten  Son,  as  being 

proper  to  the  Father’s  substance.  And,  if  He  be  not  one  of 

5  de  the  all2,  it  is  sin  to  say  concerning  Him,  “  He  was  not,”  and 

^3C0r‘  “  He  was  not  before  Ilis  generation.”  Such  words  may  be 

suPr-  used  of  the  creatures;  but  as  to  the  Son,  He  is  such  as  the 

p.  54.  7  7 

Father  is,  of  whose  substance  He  is  proper  Offspring,  Word, 

3deDecr. and  Wisdom3.  For  this  is  proper  to  the  Son,  as  regards  the 

p‘ 28*  Father,  and  this  shews  that  the  Father  is  proper  to  the  Son; 

that  we  may  neither  say  that  God  was  ever  without  His  Rational 

*  iii-  Wordb,  nor  that  the  Son  was  non-existing4.  For  wherefore  a 

vagzrov 


2  The  words  “  that  was  made”  which 
end  this  verse  were  omitted  by  the 
ancient  citers  of  it,  as  Irenseus,  Cle¬ 
ment,  Origen,  Eusebius,  Tertullian, 
nay,  Augustine ;  but  because  it  was 
abused  by  the  Eunomians,  Macedoni¬ 
ans,  &c.  as  if  derogatory  to  the  divinity 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  it  was  quoted  in  full, 
as  by  Epiphanius,  Ancor.  75.  who 
goes  so  far  as  to  speak  severely  of 
the  ancient  mode  of  citation,  vid.  Fa¬ 
bric.  and  Routh,  ad  Hippo!,  contr. 
Noet.  12. 

h  vid.  supr.  p.  25,  note  c, 

where  other  instances  are  given  from 
A  than,  and  Dionysius  of  Rome ;  also 
p.  2,  note  e.  vid.  also  Orat.  iv.  2.  4. 
Sent.  D.  23.  Origen,  supr.  p.  48. 
Athenag.  Leg.  10.  Tat.  contr.  Giaec. 
5.  Theoph.  ad  Autol.  ii.  10.  Hipp.  contr. 
Noet.  10.  Nyssen.  contr.  Eunom.  vii. 
p.  215.  viii.  pp.  230,  240.  Orat.  Catech. 
1.  Naz.  Orat.  29. 17  6n.  Cyril.  Thesaur. 
xiv.  p.  145.  (vid.  Petav.  de  Trin. 
vi.  9.)  It  must  not  be  supposed  from 
these  instances  that  the  Fathers  meant 
that  our  Lord  was  literally  what  is 
called  the  attribute  of  reason  or  wisdom 
in  the  Divine  Essence,  or  in  other 
words  that  He  was  God  merely  viewed 


as  He  is  wise  ;  which  would  he  a  kind 
of  Sabellianisro.  But,  whereas  their  op¬ 
ponents  said  that  He  was  but  called  Word 
and  Wisdom  after  the  attribute, (vid  .supr. 
p.  95,  note  c,)  they  said  that  such  titles 
marked,  not  only  a  typical  resemblance 
to  the  attribute,  but  so  full  a  corre¬ 
spondence  and  (as  it  were)  coincidence 
in  nature  with  it,  that  whatever  relation 
that  attribute  had  to  God,  such  in 
kind  had  the  Son ; — that  the  attribute 
was  His  symbol,  and  not  His  mere 
archetype;  that  our  Lord  was  eternal 
and  proper  to  Grd,  because  that  attri¬ 
bute  was,  which  was  His  title,  vid. 
Athan.  Ep.  .Eg.  14.  that  our  Lord  was 
that  Essential  Reason  and  Wisdom, — 
not  hj  which  the  Father  is  wise,  but 
without  which  the  Father  was  not  wise; — 
not,  that  is,  in  the  way  of  a  formal  cause, 
but  in  fact.  Or,  whereas  the  Father 
Himself  is  Reason  and  Wisdom,  the 
Son  is  the  necessary  result  of  that  Rea¬ 
son  and  Wisdom,  so  that,  to  say  that 
there  was  no  Word,  would  imply  there 
was  no  Divine  Reason;  just  as  a  ra¬ 
diance  implies  a  light;  or,  as  Petavius 
remarks,  1.  c.  quoting  the  words  which 
follow  shortly  after  in  the  text,  the 
eternity  of  the  Original  implies  the 
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3  l Vitroct- 
(Z'lfiviKi. 


Son,  if  not  from  Him  ?  or  wherefore  Word  and  Wisdom,  if  not  Chap. 
ever  proper  to  Him  ?  When  then  was  God  without  Him  who  -VL  -■ 
is  proper  to  Him  ?  or  how  can  a  man  consider  that  which  is 
proper,  as  foreign  and  alien1  in  substance?  for  other  things,1  **xa- 
according  to  the  nature;  of  things  generate,  are  without  likeness 
in  substance  with  the  Maker ;  but  are  external  to  Him,  made  suPr- 

.  .  p.  150, 

by  the  Word  at  His  grace  and  will,  and  thus  admit  of  ceasing  ref.  l. 
to  be,  if  it  so  pleases  Him  who  made  them0;  for  such  is  the 
nature  of  things  generate2.  But  as  to  what  is  proper  to  the2'1^ 
Father’s  substance,  (for  this  we  have  already  found  to  be  the  note  i.’ 
Son,)  what  daring  is  it  and  irreligion  to  say  that  “  This  comes 
from  nothing,”  and  that  “  It  was  not  before  generation,”  but 
was  adventitious3,  and  can  at  some  time  cease  to  be  again  ? 

6.  Let  a  person  only  dwell  upon  this  thought,  and  he  will  ' 
discern  how  the  perfection  and  the  plenitude  of  the  Father’s  note>'- 
substance  is  impaired  by  this  heresy;  however,  he  Mill  see  its 
extravagance  still  more  clearly,  if  he  considers  that  the  Son 
is  the  Image  and  Radiance  of  the  Father,  and  Expression, 
and  Truth.  For  if,  when  Light  exists,  there  be  withal  its 
Image,  viz.  Radiance,  and  a  Subsistence  existing,  there  be  of 
it  the  entire  Expression,  and  a  Father  existing,  there  be 
His  Truth,  viz.  the  Son4;  let  them  consider  what  depths 4  “the 
of  irreligion  they  fall  into,  who  make  time  the  measure 
of  the  Image  and  Countenance  of  the  Godhead.  For  if  the  by  ^ 
Son  was  not  before  His  generation,  Truth  was  not  ahvays  in 
God,  which  it  were  a  sin  to  say;  for,  since  the  Father  was, 
there  M'as  ever  in  Him  the  Truth,  which  is  the  Son,  who  says, 
lam  the  Truth.  And  the  Subsistence  existing,  of  course  there  Johni4, 
was  forthwith  its  Expression  and  Image;  for  God’s  Image  is'1’ 
not  delineated  from  without11,  but  God  Himself  hath  begotten 


eternity  of  the  Image  ;  tUs  uTorrscuius 
ii*rag%ourris ,  vrairvs  tutus  i /vat/  Sst  tov 
xai  rtiv  i/xo'v*  raurns ,  §.  "20. 
vid.  also  infr.  §.  31.  de  Deer.  9.  13.  p. 
21.  §.  20.  23.  pp.  35.  40.  Theod.  Hist, 
i.  3.  p.  737. 

c  This  was  but  the  opposite  aspect 
of  the  tenet  of  our  Lord’s  consubstanti- 
ality  or  eternal  generation.  For  if  He 
came  into  being  at  the  will  of  God,  by 
the  same  will  He  might  cease  to  be; 
but  if  His  existence  is  unconditional 
and  necessary,  as  God’s  attributes 
might  be,  then  as  He  had  no  begin¬ 
ning,  so  can  He  have  no  end  ;  for  He 


is  in,  and  one  with,  the  Father,  who 
has  neither  beginning  nor  end.  On 
the  question  of  the  “  will  of  God”  as  it 
affects  the  doctrine,  vid.  Orat.  iii. 
§.  59,  &c. 

d  Athan.  argues  from  the  very  name 
Image  for  our  Lord’s  eternity.  An 
Image,  to  be  really  such,  must  be  an 
expression  from  the  Original,  not  an 
external  and  detached  imitation,  vid. 
supr.  note  b.  infr.  §.  26.  p  217.  Hence  S. 
Basil,  “  He  is  an  Image  not  made  with 
the  hand,  or  a  work  of  art,  but  a  living 
Image,”  &c.  supr.  p.  106,  note  d.  vid. 
also contr. Eunom. ii.16,1 7. Epiph.  H®r. 
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The  title  “  Image”  implies  eternity. 

it;  in  which  seeing  Himself, He  has  delight, as  the  Son  Himself 
says,  I  was  His  delight.  When  then  did  the  Father  not  see 
Himself  in  His  own  Image?  or  when  had  lie  not  delight, 
that  a  man  should  dare  to  say,  “The  Image  is  out  of  no¬ 
thing,”  and  “  The  Father  had  not  delight  before  the  Image 
was  generated  ?”  and  how  should  the  Maker  and  Creator  see 
Himself  in  a  created  and  generated  substance  ?  for  such  as  is 
the  Father,  such  must  be  the  Image.  Proceed  we  then  to 
consider  the  attributes  of  the  Father,  and  we  shall  come  to 
know  whether  this  Image  is  really  His.  The  Father  is  eternal, 
immortal,  powerful,  light,  King,  Sovereign,  God,  Lord,  Creator, 
and  Maker.  These  attributes  must  be  in  the  Image,  to  make 
it  true  that  he  that  hath  seen  the  Son  hath  seen  the  Father. 
If  the  Son  be  not  all  this,  but,  as  the  Arians  consider,  a  thing 
generate,  and  not  eternal,  this  is  not  a  true  Image  of  the 
Father,  unless  indeed  they  give  up  shame,  and  go  on  to  say, 
that  the  title  of  Image,  given  to  the  Son,  is  not  a  token  of  a 
similar  substance6,  but  His  name 1  only.  But  this,  on  the  other 
hand,  O  ye  Christ’s  enemies,  is  not  an  Image,  nor  is  it  an 
Expression.  For  what  is  the  likeness  of  what  is  out  of  no¬ 
thing  to  Him  who  brought  what  was  nothing  into  being  ?  or 
how  can  that  which  is  not,  be  like  Him  that  is,  being  short  of 
Him  in  once  not  being,  and  in  its  having  its  place  among 
things  generate  ? 

7.  However,  such  the  Arians  wishing  Him  to  be,  have  con¬ 
trived  argmnents  such  as  this  ; — “  If  the  Son  is  the  Father’s 
offspring  and  image,  and  is  like  in  all  things2  to  the  Father, 
then  it  necessarily  holds  that  as  He  is  begotten,  so  He 
begets,  and  He  too  becomes  father  of  a  son.  And  again,  he 
who  is  begotten  from  Him,  begets  in  his  turn,  and  so  on 


76,3.  Hilar.  Trin.vii.  41  fin.  Origen  ob¬ 
serves  that  man,  on  the  contrary,  is  an 
example  of  an  external  or  improper 
image  of  God.  Periarch,i.2.§.6.  Itmight 
have  been  more  direct  to  have  argued 
from  the  name  of  Image  to  our  Lord’s 
consubstantiality  rather  than  eternity, 
as,  e.  g.  S.  Gregory  Naz.  “  He  is 
Image  as  one  in  substance,  c/uesvnat, 
.  .  .  for  this  is  the  nature  of  an 
image,  to  he  a  copy  of  the  archetype.” 
Orat.  36.  vid.  also  de  Deer.  §.  20,  23. 
supra,  pp.35, 40.  hut  for  whatever  reason 
A  than,  avoids  the  word  o/ieoiruv  in  these 


Discourses. 

c  opc'ia;  tvr'ias.  And  so  §.  20.  init. 
tuoiof  xar  oufftaf.  and  eftetof  rxs  evpiag, 
§.  26.  cf/aci  kut  tutr'ieu,  iii.  26.  and 
ofioioi  zara  rr*  ovffiav  rou  rargeg.  Ep. 

-Eg.  17.  Also  Alex.  Ep.  Encycl.  2. 
Considering  what  he  says  in  the  de 
Syn.  38,  &c.  supr.  p.  136,  note  g, 
in  controversy  with  the  Semi-arians 
a  year  or  two  later,  this  use  of  their  for¬ 
mula,  in  preference  to  the  i/aoutrit*, 
(vid.  foregoing  note,)  deserve  our  at¬ 
tention. 


Why  the  Father  only  a  Father  and  the  Sou  only  a  Son.  *211 

without  limit;  for  this  is  to  make  the  Begotten  like  Him  that  Chap. 
begat  Him.”  Authors  of  blasphemy,  verily,  are  these  foes  of — — -1-  - 
God1 !  who,  sooner  than  confess  that  the  Son  is  the  Father’s1  *«>«- 
Image1,  conceive  material  and  earthly  ideas  concerning  then“gPn6’ 
Father  Himself,  ascribing  to  Him  seveiings2  and  effluences32  Ttfiks, 
and  influences.  If  then  God  be  as  man,  let  Him  be  also  a  fg/ ’2’ 
parent  as  man,  so  that  His  Son  should  be  father  of  another, 3 
and  so  in  succession  one  fi’om  another,  till  the  series  they  note  cj.  ’ 
imagine  grows  into  a  multitude  of  gods4.  But  if  God  be  not4  p.  18. 
as  man,  as  He  is  not,  we  must  not  impute  to  Him  the 
attributes  of  man.  For  brutes  and  men,  after  a  Creator  has 
begun  them,  are  begotten  by  succession ;  and  the  son,  having 
been  begotten  of  a  father  who  was  a  son,  becomes  accordingly 
in  his  turn  a  father  to  a  son,  in  inheriting  from  his  father 
that  by  which  he  himself  has  come  to  be.  Hence  in  such 
instances  there  is  not,  properly  speaking,  either  father  or 
son,  nor  do  the  father  and  the  son  stay  in  their  respective 
characters,  for  the  son  himself  becomes  a  father,  being  son 
of  Iris  father,  but  father  of  his  son.  But  it  is  not  so  in 


1  The  objection  is  this,  that,  if  our 
Lord  be  the  Father’s  Image,  He  ought 
to  resemble  Him  in  being  a  Father. 
S.  Athanasius  answers  that  God  is  not 
as  man ;  with  us  a  son  becomes  a 
father  because  our  nature  is  fiuerh, 
transitive  and  without  stay,  even  shift¬ 
ing  and  passing  on  into  new  forms  and 
relations ;  but  that  God  is  perfect  and 
ever  the  same,  what  He  is  once  that 
He  continues  to  be  ;  God  the  Father 
remains  Father,  and  God  the  Son  re¬ 
mains  Son.  Moreover  men  become 
fathers  by  detachment  and  transmission, 
and  what  is  received  is  handed  on  in 
a  succession;  whereas  the  Father,  by 
imparting  Himself  wholly,  begets  the 
Son  ;  and  a  perfect  nativity  finds  its 
termination  in  itself.  The  Son  has  not 
a  Son,  because  the  Father  has  not  a 
Father.  Thus  the  Father  is  the  only 
true  Father,  and  the  Son  only  true  Son  ; 
the  Father  only  a  Father,  the  Son  only 
a  Son ;  being  really  in  Their  Persons 
what  human  fathers  are  but  by  office, 
character,  accident,  and  name ;  vid.supr. 
p.  18,  note  o.  And  since  the  Father  is 
unchangeable  as  Father,  in  nothing 
does  the  Son  more  fulfil  the  idea  of  a 
perfect  Image  than  in  being  unchange¬ 
able  too.  Thus  S.  Cyril,  also  Thesaur. 
10.  p.  124.  And  this  perhaps  may 


illustrate  a  strong  and  almost  startling 
statement  of  some  of  the  Greek  Fathers, 
that  the  First  Person  in  the  Holy 
Trinity,  considered  as  Father,  is  not 
God.  E.  g.  si  S*  ttos  0  ytoiy  olx  I^riJ 
ult's4  Sfiotws  xai  0  •xu.trto.  tux  sire!  •ruriig, 
6ii;  a  AX*  isrsl  oinrix  roixSi,  its  irr'i  erxrhv 
xxl  i  vie;  A  it.  Nyssen.  t.  i.  p.  915.  vid. 
Petav.  de  Deo  i.  9.  §.  13.  Should  it  be 
asked,  “  Whatis  the  Father  if  not  God?” 
it  is  enough  to  answer,  “  the  Father.” 
Men  differ  from  each  other  as  being  in¬ 
dividuals,  but  the  characteristic  differ¬ 
ence  between  Father  and  Son  is,  not 
that  they  are  individuals,  but  that  they 
are  Father  and  Son.  In  these  extreme 
statements  it  must  be  ever  borne  in  mind 
that  we  are  contemplating  divine  things 
according  to  our  notions ,  not  in  fact : 
i.  e.  speaking  of  the  Almighty  Father, 
as  such ;  there  being  no  real  separation 
between  His  Person  and  His  Substance. 
It  may  be  added,  that,  though  theo¬ 
logians  differ  in  their  decisions,  it 
would  appear  that  our  Lord  is  not  the 
Image  of  the  Father’s  person,  but  of 
the  Father’s  substance  ;  in  other  words, 
not  of  the  Father  considered  as  Father, 
but  considered  as  God.  That  is,  God 
the  Son  is  like  and  equal  to  God  the 
Father,  because  they  are  both  the  same 
God  ;  vid.  p.  1 49,  note  x.  also  next  note. 
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212  Because  the  Father  the  only  Fat  her  and  the  Son  the  only  Son. 

Disc,  the  Godhead ;  for  not  as  man  is  God :  for  the  Father  is  not 

- - —  from  father ;  therefore  doth  He  not  beget  one  who  shall 

'  beget;  nor  is  the  Son  from  effluence1  of  the  Father,  nor  is 
He  begotten  from  a  father  that  was  begotten  ;  therefore  neither 
is  He  begotten  so  as  to  beget.  Thus  it  belongs  to  the  God¬ 
head  alone,  that  the  Father  is  properly*  father,  and  the  Son 
properly  son,  and  in  Them,  and  Them  only,  does  it  hold  that 
§•  22.  the  Father  is  ever  Father  and  the  Son  ever  Son.  Therefore 
he  who  asks  why  the  Son  has  not  a  son,  must  inquire  why 
the  Father  had  not  a  father.  But  both  suppositions  are 
indecent  and  irreligious  exceedingly.  For  as  the  Father 
is  ever  Father  and  never  could  be  Son,  so  the  Son  is  ever  Son 
and  never  could  be  Father.  For  in  this  rather  is  He  shewn 
to  be  the  Father’s  Expression  and  Image,  remaining  what 
He  is  and  not  changing,  but  thus  receiving  from  the  Father 
to  be  one  and  the  same.  If  then  the  Father  change,  let  the  Image 
2  ?#■«■«*«»  change ;  for  so  is  the  Image  and  Radiance  in  its  relation 
towards  Him  who  begat  It.  But  if  the  Father  is  unalterable, 
and  what  He  is  that  He  continues,  necessarily  does  the 
Image  also  continue  what  He  is,  and  will  not  alter.  Now 
He  is  Son  from  the  Father ;  therefore  Fie  will  not  become 
other  than  is  proper  to  the  Father’s  substance.  Idly  then 
have  the  foolish  ones  devised  this  objection  also,  wishing  to 
separate  the  Image  from  the  Father,  that  they  might  level 
the  Son  with  things  generated. 


6  xvglas,  'id.  p.  18,  note  o.  Else¬ 
where  Athan.  says,  “  The  Father  being 
one  and  only  is  Father  of  a  Son  one  and 
only;  and  in  the  instance  of  Godhead 
only  have  the  names  Father  and  Son 
stay,  and  are  ever ;  for  of  men  if  any 
one  be  called  father,  yet  he  has  been  son 
of  another  ;  and  if  he  be  called  son,  yet 


is  he  called  father  of  another  ;  so  that  in 
the  case  of  men  the  names  father  and 
son  do  not  properly,  xv^lut,  hold.”  ad 
Serap.  i.  16.  also  ibid.  iv.  4  fin.  and  6. 
vid.  also  xvpas,  Greg.  Naz.  Orat.  29. 5. 
a\r,6ui,  Orat.  25,  1G.  Strut,  Basil,  contr. 
Eunom.  i.  5.  p.  215. 


CHAP.  VII. 

OBJECTIONS  TO  THE  FOREGOING  PROOF. 

Whether,  in  the  generation  of  the  Son,  God  made  One  that  was  already,  or 

One  that  was  not. 


1.  Ranking  Him  among  these,  according  to  the  teaching  of  Chap. 

Eusebius,  and  accounting  Him  such  as  the  things  which  come - — 

into  being  through  Him,  the  Arians  revolted  from  the  truth, 
and  used,  when  they  commenced  this  heresy,  to  go  about  with 
dishonest  phrases  which  they  had  got  together1;  nay,  up  to  this 1  P- 193, 
time  some  of  them  “,  when  they  fall  in  with  boys  in  the  market¬ 
place,  question  them,  not  out  of  divine  Scripture,  but  thus,  as 
if  bursting  with  the  abundance  of  tlieir  heart; — “He  who  is,  Mat.  12, 
did  He  make  him  who  was  not,  from  Him  who  is,  or  him34, 
who  was?  therefore  did  He  make  the  Son,  whereas  He  was,  or 


»  This  miserable  procedure,  of  making 
sacred  and  mysterious  subjects  a  matter 
of  popular  talk  and  debate,  which  is  a 
sure  mark  of  heresy,  had  received  a 
great  stimulus  about  this  time  by  the 
rise  of  the  Anomceans.  Eusebius's  tes¬ 
timony  to  the  profaneness  which 
attended  Arianism  upon  its  rise,  has 
been  given  above,  p.  75,  note  h.  The 
Thalia  is  another  instance  of  it.  S. 
Alexander  speaks  of  the  interference, 
even  judicial,  in  its  behalf  against  him¬ 
self,  of  disobedient  women,  V 
ytnaixccgiuv  iraxrav  cc  a^’scTjjtf'arv,  and  of 
the  busy  and  indecent  gadding  about  of 
the  younger,  ix  rev  rrSi rat 

ayviat  iiri/itiu;.  ap.  Theod.  Hist.  i.  3. 
p.  730.  alsop.  747.  also  of  the  men’s  buf¬ 
foon  conversation,  p.  731 .  Socrates  says 
that  “  in  the  Imperial  Court,  the  officers 
of  the  bedchamber  held  disputes  with 
the  women,  and  in  the  city  in  every 
house  there  was  a  war  of  dialectics.” 
Hist.  ii.  2.  This  mania  raged  espe¬ 
cially  in  Constantinople,  and  S.  Gre¬ 
gory  Naz.  speaks  of  “  Jezebels  in  as 
thick  a  crop  as  hemlock  in  a  field.” 
Orat.  35.  3.  vid.  supr.  p.  91 ,  note  q.  He 


speaks  of  the  heretics  as  “  aiming  at 
one  thing  only,  how  to  make  good  or 
refute  points  of  argument,”  making 
“  every  market-place  resound  with  their 
words,  and  spoiling  every  entertainment 
with  their  trifling  and  offensive  talk.” 
Orat.  27.  2.  The  most  remarkable 
testimony  of  the  kind  though  not  con¬ 
cerning  Constantinople,  is  given  by  S. 
Gregory  Nyssen,  and  often  quoted, 
“  Men  of  yesterday  and  the  day  before, 
mere  mechanics,  off-hand  dogmatists 
in  theology,  servants  too  and  slaves 
that  have  been  flogged,  runaways  from 
servile  work,  are  solemn  with  us  and 
philosophical  about  things  incompre¬ 
hensible.  . .  .With  such  the  whole  city 
is  full ;  its  smaller  gates,  forums, 
squares, thoroughfares ;  the  clothes-ven- 
ders,  the  money-lenders,  the  victuallers. 
Ask  about  pence,  and  he  will  discuss 
the  Generate  and  Ingenerate  ;  inquire 
the  price  of  bread,  he  answers,  Greater 
is  the  Father,  and  the  Son  is  subject ; 
say  that  a  hath  would  suit  you,  and  he 
defines  that  the  Son  is  out  of  nothing.” 
t.  2.  p.  898. 


214  As  God  exists  without  place, and  creates  without  materials, 

Disc,  whereas  He  was  notb?”  And  again,  “  Is  the  Ingenerate  one 
— L — or  two?”  and  “  Has  lie  free  will,  and  yet  does  not  alter  at 
His  own  choice,  as  being  of  an  alterable  nature  ?  for  He  is 
not  as  a  stone  to  remain  by  Himself  unmoveable.”  Next 
they  turn  to  women,  and  address  them  in  turn  in  this 
womanish  language;  “  Hadst  thou  a  son  before  bearing? 
now,  as  thou  hadst  not,  so  neither  was  the  Son  of  God 
before  His  generation.”  In  such  language  do  the  disgraceful 
men  sport  and  revel,  and  liken  God  to  men,  pretending  to 
Rom.  l,be  Christians,  but  changing  God’s  glory  into  an  image  made 
tp'  like  to  corruptible  man1. 

ref.  3.  2.  Words  so  senseless  and  dull  deserve  no  answer  at  all ; 

however,  lest  their  heresy  appear  to  have  any  foundation,  it  may 
be  right,  though  we  go  out  of  the  way  for  it,  to  refute  them  even 
here,  especially  on  account  of  the  women  who  are  so  readily 
deceived  by  them.  When  they  thus  speak,  they  should 
inquire  of  an  architect,  whether  he  can  build  without 
materials ;  and  if  he  cannot,  whether  it  follows  that  God 

2  supr.  could  not  make  the  universe  without  materials*.  Or  they 
notefo  should  ask  every  man,  whether  he  can  be  without  place;  and 

3  de  if  he  cannot,  whether  it  follows  that  God  is  in  place3 ;  that  so 

they  may  be  brought  to  shame  even  by  their  audience.  Or  why 
p.  17,18.  is  it  that,  on  hearing  that  God  has  a  Son,  they  deny  Him  by 
the  parallel  of  themselves;  whereas,  if  they  hear  that  He 
creates  and  makes,  no  longer  do  they  object  their  human 
ideas  ?  they  ought  in  creation  also  to  entertain  the  same,  and 
to  supply  God  with  materials,  and  so  deny  Him  to  be  Creator, 
till  they  end  in  herding  with  Manichees.  But  if  the  bare  idea 
of  God  transcends  such  thoughts,  and,  on  very  first  hearing, 
a  man  believes  and  knows  that  He  is  in  being,  not  as  we  are, 
and  yet  in  being  as  God,  and  creates  not  as  man  creates,  but 
yet  creates  as  God,  it  is  plain  that  He  begets  also  not  as  men 
beget,  but  begets  as  God.  For  God  does  not  make  man  His 

b  This  objection  is  found  In  Alex,  but  this,  that  the  very  fact  of  His 
Ep.  Encycl.  2.  e  it  his  ret  fib  etra  ix  being  begotten  or  a  Son,  implies  a 
reu  fib  lyre;.  Again,  Itra  yty'ittr.xs  rt  beginning,  that  is,  a  time  when  He 
eux  hra.  Greg.  Orat.  29. 9.  who  answers  was  not;  it  being  by  the  very  force 
it.  Pseudo-Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  iv.  p.  of  the  words  absurd  to  say  that  “  God 
281.2.  Basil  calls  the  question  -reXu -  begat  Him  that  was,”  or  to  deny  that 
fyuXXtiret,  contr.  Eunom.  ii.  14.  It  “  God  begat  Him  that  was  not.”  For 
will  be  seen  to  be  but  the  Arian  the  symbol,  eux  r,t  trg'tt  ytmfui,  vid. 
formula  of  “  He  was  not  before  His  note  at  the  end  of  this  Discourse, 
generation,”  in  another  shape ;  being 


so  He  begets  without  time. 
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pattern;  but  rather  we  men,  for  that  God  is  properly,  and  Chap. 
alone  truly  l,  Father  of  His  Son,  are  also  called  fathers  of  our  — 
own  children  ;  for  of  Him  is  every  fatherhood  in  heaven  and  nik'V.’ 
earth  named.  And  their  positions,  while  unscrutinized, 
have  a  shew  of  sense ;  but  if  any  one  scrutinize  them  by 
reason,  they  will  but  bring  on  them  derision  and  mockery. 

3.  For  first  of  all,  as  to  their  first  question, »which  is  such  as  §•  24. 
this,  how  dull  and  vague  it  is  !  they  do  not  explain  who  it  is 
they  ask  about,  so  as  to  allow  of  an  answer,  but  they  say  ab¬ 
stractedly,  “  He  who  is,”  “  him  who  is  not.”  Who  then  “  is,” 
and  what  “  are  not,”  O  Arians  ?  or  who  “  is,”  and  who 
“  is  not  ?”  what  are  said  “  to  be,”  what  “  not  to  be  ?”  for  He 
that  is,  can  make  things  which  are  not,  and  which  are,  and 
which  were  before.  For  instance,  carpenter,  and  goldsmith, 
and  potter,  each,  according  to  his  own  art,  works  upon 
materials  previously  existing,  making  what  vessels  he  pleases; 
and  the  God  of  all  Himself,  having  taken  the  dust  of  the 
earth  existing  and  already  brought  to  be,  fashions  man ; 
that  very  earth,  however,  whereas  it  was  not  once,  He  has  at 
one  time  made  by  His  own  Word.  If  then  this  is  the  meaning 
of  their  question,  the  creature  on  the  one  hand  plainly  was  not 
before  its  generation,  and  men,  on  the  other,  work  the  existing 
material ;  and  thus  their  reasoning  is  inconsequent,  since  both 
“  what  is”  becomes,  and  “  what  is  not”  becomes,  as  these 
instances  shew.  But  if  they  speak  concerning  God  and  His 
Word,  let  them  complete  their  question  and  then  ask,  Was  the 

God  “who  is”  ever  without  rational  Word8?  and,  whereas  He 2 
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is  Light,  was  He  ray-less  ?  or  was  He  always  Father  of  the  note  b.’ 
Word  ?  Or  again  in  this  manner,  Has  the  Father  “  who  is” 
made  the  Word  “  who  is  not,”  or  has  He  ever  with  Him  His 
Word,  as  the  proper  offspring  of  His  substance?  This  will 
shew  them  that  they  do  but  presume  aud  venture  on 
sophisms  about  God  and  Him  who  is  from  Him.  Who 
indeed  can  bear  to  hear  them  say  that  God  was  ever  without 
rational  Word  ?  this  is  what  they  fall  into  a  second  time, 
though  endeavouring  in  vain  to  escape  it  and  to  hide  it 
with  their  sophisms.  Nay,  one  would  fain  not  hear  them 
disputing  at  all,  that  God  was  not  always  Father,  but 
became  so  afterwards,  (which  is  necessary  for  their  fantasy, 
that  His  Word  once  was  not,)  considering  the  number  of  the 
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If  the  Son  not  eternal,  neither  is  the  Father. 

Disc,  proofs  already  adduced  against  them ;  while  John  besides 
j-iy  says,  The  Word  uas,  and  Paul  again  writes,  Who  being 
l.  ’  the  brightness  of  His  glory,  and  Who  is  over  all,  God  blessed 
He;b.  l,  jor  ever  Amen. 

Rom.  9,  4.  They  had  best  have  been  silent;  but  since  it  is  otherwise, 

§  -23  ^  remains  lo  meet  their  shameless  question  with  a  bold 

1  vid.  retort '.  Perhaps  on  seeing  the  counter  absurdities  which 
contr  beset  themselves,  they  may  cease  to  fight  against  the  truth. 
Eunom.  After  many  prayers then  that  God  would  be  gracious  to  us, 
H'1/"  thus  we  might  ask  them  in  turn;  God  who  is,  has  He  so 

2  yiyoti* become 2,  whereas  He  was  not?  or  is  He  also  before  Hisgene- 
;J  ylfnra.1  ration  3  ?  whereas  He  is,  did  He  make  Himself,  or  is  He  of 

nothing,  and  being  nothing  before,  did  He  suddenly  appear 
Himself?  Indecent  is  such  an  inquiry,  yea,  indecent  and 
very  blasphemous,  yet  parallel  with  theirs ;  for  the  answer 
they  make,  abounds  in  irreligion.  But  if  it  be  blasphemous 
and  utterly  irreligious  thus  to  inquire  about  God,  it  will  be 
blasphemous  too  to  make  the  like  inquiries  about  His  Word. 

5-  However,  by  way  of  exposing  a  question  so  senseless 
and  so  dull,  it  is  necessary  to  answer  thus : — whereas  God 
is,  He  was  eternally;  since  then  the  Father  is  ever,  His 
Radiance  ever  is,  which  is  His  Word.  And  again,  God  who 
is,  hath  from  Himself  His  Word  who  also  is;  and  neither  hath 
4  i-iy't-  the  Word  been  added  4,  whereas  He  was  not  before,  nor  was 
/5,iV  the  Father  once  without  a  Word.  For  this  assault  upon  the 
Son  makes  the  blasphemy  recoil  upon  the  Father;  as  if  He 
devised  lor  Himself  a  Wisdom,  and  Word,  and  Son  from 
5p.  43,  without5;  for  whichever  of  these  titles  you  use,  you  denote 
note  b.  tjie  0 ffSprin g  from  the  Father*  as  has  been  said.  So  that 
this  their  objection  does  not  hold;  and  naturally;  for  doming 
the  Word  they  in  consequence  ask  questions  which  are  ir- 
6  p.  2,  rational6.  As  then  if  a  person  saw  the  sun,  and  then  inquired 
DOte  c'  concerning  its  radiance,  and  said,  “  Did  that  which  is  make 


c  This  cautious  and  reverent  way 
of  speaking  is  a  characteristic  of  S. 
Atbauasius.  “  I  had  come  to  the  re¬ 
solution  to  be  silent  at  this  time,  but 
on  the  exhortation  of  your  holiness,  & c. 
I  have  in  few  words  written  this  Epistle, 
and  even  this  hardly,  of  which  do  you 
supply  the  defects,”  &c.  ad  Serap.  i.  1. 
vid.  ii.  init.  ad  Epict.  13  fin. ad  Max.  ini t. 


Prtef.ad  Monac-h.  “  Theunwearied  habit 
of  the  religious  man  is  to  worship  the  All 
( ri  rat)  in  silence,  and  to  hymn  God  his 
Benefactor  with  thankful  cries,. . .  .but 
since,”  &c.  contr.  Apoll.  i.  init.  “  I 
must  ask  another  question,  bolder,  yet 
with  a  religious  intention;  be  propitious, 
O  Lord,  &c.”  Orat.  iii-  63.  vid.  p.  20, 
ref.  1.  p.  25,  note  c.  p.  153,  note  d. 


Did  the  Father  needan  instrument  to  create ,  He  not  perfect.  217 

that  which  was,  or  that  which  was  not,”  he  would  be  held  not  Chap. 

.  VII 

to  reason  sensibly,  but  to  be  utterly  mazed,  because  he  fancied - — 

what  is  from  the  Light  to  be  external  to  it,  and  was  raising 
questions,  when  and  where  and  whether  it  were  made  ;  in  like 
manner,  thus  to  speculate  concerning  the  Son  and  the  Father 
and  thus  to  inquire,  is  far  greater  madness,  for  it  is  to  conceive 
of  the  Word  of  the  Father  as  external  to  Him,  and  to  image 
the  natural  offspring  as  a  work,  with  the  avowal,  “  He  was 
not  before  His  generation.” 

6.  Nay,  let  them  over  and  above  take  this  answer  to  then- 
question  ; — The  Father  who  was,  made  the  Son  who  was,  for 

the  Word  was  made  flesh ;  and,  whereas  He  was  Son  of  John  i, 
God,  He  made  Him  in  consummation  of  the  ages  also  Son  of14' 
Man,  unless  forsooth,  after  Samosatene,  they  affirm  that  He 
did  not  even  exist  at  all,  till  He  became  man. 

7.  This  is  sufficient  from  us  in  answer  to  their  first  ques-  §•  26. 
tion ;  and  now  on  your  part,  O  Arians,  remembering  your  own 
words,  tell  us  whether  He  who  was  needed  Him  who  was 

not  for  the  framing  of  the  universe,  or  Him  who  was?  Ye 
said  that  He  made  for  Flimself  His  Son  out  of  nothing,  as  an 
instrument  whereby  to  make  the  universe.  Which  then  is 
superior,  that  which  needs  or  that  which  supplies  the  need  ? 
or  does  not  each  supply  the  deficiency  of  the  other?  Ye 
rather  prove  the  weakness  of  the  Maker,  if  He  had  not  power 
of  Himself  to  make  the  universe,  but  provided  for  Himself  an 
instrument  from  without4,  as  carpenter  might  do  or  shipwright, 
unable  to  work  any  thing,  without  axe  and  saw  ?  Can  any¬ 
thing  be  more  irreligious !  yet  why  should  one  dwell  on  its 
heinousness,  when  enough  ha>s  gone  before  to  shew  that 
their  doctrine  is  a  mere  fantasy  ? 

d  o'^yata »,  vid.  p.  12,  note  g.  p.  118,  Eccles.  Theol.  i.  8.  supr.  p.  62,  note  f. 
note  n.  p.  62,  note  f.  This  was  alleged  and  by  the  Anoraoeans,  supr.  p.  12, 
by  Arius,  Socr.  i.  6.  and  by  Eusebius,  note  x. 


CHAP.  VIII. 

OBJECTIONS  CONTINUED. 


Disc. 

I. 


Whether  we  may  decide  the  question  by  the  parallel  of  human  sons,  which  are 
born  later  than  their  parents.  No,  for  the  force  of  the  analogy  lies  in  the 
idea  of  connatural ity.  Time  is  not  involved  in  the  idea  ot  Son,  but  is 
adventitious  to  it,  and  does  not  attach  to  God,  because  He  is  without 
parts  and  passions.  The  titles  Word  and  Wisdom  guard  our  thoughts  of 
Him  and  HisSonfrom  this  misconception.  God  not  a  Father,  as  a  Creator, 
in  posse  from  eternity,  because  creation  does  not  relate  to  the  substance 
of  God,  as  generation  does. 

1.  Nor  is  answer  needful  to  their  other  very  simple  and 
foolish  inquiry,  which  they  put  to  women ;  or  none  besides 
that  which  has  been  already  given,  namely,  that  it  is  not 
suitable  to  measure  divine  generation  by  the  nature  of  men. 
However,  that  as  before  they  may  pass  judgment  on  them¬ 
selves,  it  is  well  to  meet  them  on  the  same  ground,  thus : — 
Plainly,  if  they  inquire  of  parents  concerning  their  son,  let 
them  consider  whence  is  the  child  which  is  begotten.  For, 
granting  the  parent  had  not  a  son  before  his  begetting,  still, 
after  having  him,  he  had  him,  not  as  external  or  as  foreign, 
but  as  from  himself,  and  proper  to  his  substance  and  his 
unvarying  image,  so  that  the  former  is  beheld  in  the  latter, 
and  the  latter  is  contemplated  in  the  former.  If  then  they 
assume  from  human  examples  that  generation  implies  time, 
why  not  from  the  same  infer  that  it  implies  the  Natural  and 
the  Proper a,  instead  of  extracting  serpent-like  from  the  earth 
only  what  turns  to  poison  ?  Those  who  ask  of  parents,  and 


1  supr.  p.  13,  note  u.  The  question 
was,  What  was  that  sense  of  Son  which 
would  apply  to  the  Divine  N ature  ?  The 
Catholics  said  that  its  essential  mean¬ 
ing  could  apply,  viz.  consubstantiality, 
whereas  the  point  of  posteriority  to  the 
Father  depended  on  a  condition,  time, 
which  could  not  exist  in  the  instance  of 
God.  p.  16,  note  k.  The  Arians  on  the 


other  hand,  said  that  to  suppose  a  true 
Son,  was  to  think  of  God  irreverently, 
as  implying  division,  change,  &c.  The 
Catholics  replied  that  the  notion  of 
materiality  was  quite  as  foreign  from 
the  Divine  Essence  as  time,  and  as  the 
Divine  Sonship  was  eternal,  so  was  it 
also  clear  both  of  imperfection  or  ex¬ 
tension. 


God's  Son  like  man's, in  connaturality,not  in  point  of  time.  219 

say,  “  Hadst  thou  a  Son  before  thou  didst  beget  him  ?”  Chap. 
should  add,  “  And  if  thou  hadst  a  son,  didst  thou  purchase  __  1IL 
him  from  without  as  a  house  or  any  other  possession 1  ?”  And 1  p-  21. 
then  thou  wouldest  be  answered,  “  He  is  not  from  without,  but 
from  myself.”  For  things  which  are  from  without  are  possessions, 
and  pass  from  one  to  another ;  but  my  son  is  from  me,  proper 
and  similar  to  my  substance 2,  not  become  mine  from  another, 2  p.210, 
but  begotten  of  me ;  wherefore  I  too  am  wholly  in  him,  while  note  e' 

I  remain  myself  what  I  amb.”  For  so  it  is ;  though  the  parent 
be  distinct  in  time,  as  being  man,  who  himself  has  come  to 
be  in  time,  yet  he  too  would  have  had  his  child  ever  co¬ 
existent  with  him,  but  that  his  nature  was  a  restraint  and 
made  it  impossible.  For  Levi  too  was  already  in  the  loins  of 
his  great-grandfather,  before  his  own  generation,  and  his 
grandfather  begot  him.  When  then  the  man  comes  to  that  age 
at  which  nature  supplies  the  power,  immediately,  with  nature 
imrestrained,hebecomesfather  ofthe  son  from  himself.  There-  §.  27. 
fore,  if  on  asking  parents  about  children,  they  get  for  answer,  that 
children  which  are  by  nature  are  not  from  without,  but  from 
their  parents,  let  them  confess  in  like  manner  concerning  the 
Word  of  God,  that  He  is  simply  from  the  Father.  And  if 
they  make  a  question  of  the  time,  let  them  say  what  is  to 
restrain  God  (for  it  is  necessary  to  prove  their  irreligion 


h  It  is  from  expressions  such  as  this 
that  the  Greek  Fathers  have  been  ac¬ 
cused  of  tritheism.  The  truth  is,  every 
illustration,  as  being  incomplete  on  one 
or  other  side  of  it,  taken  by  itself,  tends 
to  heresy.  The  title  Son  byitself  suggests 
a  second  God,  as  the  title  Word  a  mere 
attribute,  and  the  title  Instrument  a 
creature.  All  heresies  are  partial 
views  of  the  truth,  and  are  wrong,  not 
so  much  in  what  they  say,  as  in  what 
they  deny.  The  truth,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  a  positive  and  comprehensive 
doctrine,  and  in  consequence  necessarily 
mysterious  and  open  to  misconception, 
vid.  p.  43,  note  d.  p.  140,  note  n. 
When  Athan.  implies  that  the  Eternal 
Father  is  in  the  Son,  though  remaining 
what  He  is,  as  a  man  in  his  child,  he 
is  intent  only  upon  the  point  of  the 
Son’s  connaturality  and  equality,  which 
the  Arians  denied.  In  like  manner  he 
says  in  a  later  Discourse,  “In  the  Son 
the  Father’s  godhead  is  beheld.  The 


Emperor’s  countenance  and  form  are  in 
His  Image,  and  the  countenance  of 
His  Image  is  in  the  Emperor.  For 
the  Emperor’s  likeness  in  His  Image  is 
an  unvarying  likeness,  arafuXXaxrti,  so 
that  he  who  looks  upon  the  Image,  in 
it  sees  the  Emperor,  and  again  he  who 
sees  the  Emperor,  recognises  that  He 
is  in  the  Image.  The  Image  then  might 
say,  1  I  and  the  Emperor  are  one.’  ” 
Orat.  iii.  §.  5.  And  thus  the  Auctor 
de  Trin.  refers  to  “  Peter,  Paul,  and 
Timothy  having  three  subsistencies  and 
one  humanity.”  i.  p.  918.  S.  Cyril  even 
seems  to  deny  that  each  individual  man 
may  be  considered  a  separate  substance 
except  as  the  Three  Persons  are  such. 
Dial.  i.  p.  409.  and  S.  Gregory  Nyssen 
is  led  to  say  that,  strictly  speaking,  the 
abstract  man ,  which  is  predicated  of 
separate  individuals,  is  still  one,  and 
this  with  a  view  of  illustrating  the 
Divine  Unity,  ad  Ablab.  t.  2.  p.  449. 
vid.  Petav.  de  Trin.  iv.  9. 


220  As  Son  images  connaturalihj,  so  Radiance  co-existence , 

Disc,  on  the  very  ground  on  which  their  scoff  is  made),  let  them 

_ L — tell  us,  what  is  there  to  hinder  God  from  being  always 

Father  of  the  Son ;  for  that  what  is  begotten  must  be  from  its 
father  is  undeniable. 

2.  Moreover,  they  will  pass  judgment  on  themselves  as  to  all 
such  speculations  concerning  God,  if,  as  they  questioned  women 
on  the  subject  of  time,  so  they  inquire  of  the  sun  concerning  its 

*p.  20.  radiance,  and  of  the  fountain  concerning  its  issue1.  They 
will  find  that  these,  though  an  offspring,  always  exist  with 
those  things  from  which  they  arec.  And  if  parents,  such  as 
these,  have  in  common  with  their  children  nature  and 
duration,  why,  if  they  suppose  God  inferior  to  things  that 
come  to  bed,  do  they  not  openly  say  out  their  own  irreligion  ? 
But  if  they  do  not  dare  to  say  this  openly,  and  the  Son  is  con¬ 
fessed  to  be,  not  from  without,  but  a  natural  offspring  from 
the  Father,  and  that  there  is  nothing  which  is  a  hindrance  to 
God,  (for  not  as  man  is  He,  but  more  than  the  sun,  or  rather 
the  God  of  the  sun,)  it  follows  that  the  Word  co-exists  with 
the  Father  both  as  from  Him  and  as  ever,  through  whom  the 
Father  caused  that  all  things  which  were  not  should  be.  That 
then  the  Son  comes  not  of  nothing  but  is  eternal  and  from 
the  Father,  is  certain  even  from  the  nature  of  tire  case ;  and 
the  question  of  the  heretics  to  parents  exposes  their  per¬ 
verseness;  for  they  confess  the  point  of  nature,  and  now  have 
been  put  to  shame  on  the  point  of  time. 

§.  28.  3.  As  we  said  above,  so  now  we  repeat,  that  the  divine 

generation  must  not  be  compared  to  the  nature  of  men,  nor 
the  Son  considered  to  be  part  of  God,  nor  generation  to 
imply  any  passion  whatever ;  God  is  not  as  man ;  for 
men  beget  passibly,  having  a  transitive  nature,  which 
waits  for  periods  by  reason  of  its  weakness.  But  with 
God  this  cannot  be;  for  He  is  not  composed  of  parts, 
but  being  impassible  and  simple,  He  is  impassibly  and 

c  The  question  is  not,  whether  in  d  S.  Athanasius's  doctrine  is,  that, 
matter  of  fact,  in  the  particular  case,  the  God  containingin  Himself  all  perfection, 
rays  would  issue  after,  and  not  with  the  whatever  is  excellent  in  one  created 
first  existence  of  the  luminous  body  ;  for  thing  above  another,  is  found  in  its 
the  illustration  is  not  used  to  shew  how  perfection  in  Him.  If  then  such  gene- 
such  a  thing  may  be,  or  to  give  an  ration  as  radiance  from  light  is  more 
instance  of  it,  but  to  convey  to  the  mind  perfect  than  that  of  children  from 
a  correct  idea  of  what  it  is  proposed  to  parents,  that  belongs,  and  transcend- 
teach  in  the  Catholic  doctrine.  ently,  to  the  All-perfect  God. 


and  “  Word ”  immateriality . 
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note  n. 


indivisibly  Father  of  the  Son'.  This  again  is  strongly  Chap. 
evidenced  and  proved  by  divine  Scripture.  For  the  Word, — — 
of  God  is  His  Son,  and  the  Son  is  the  Father’s  Word  and 
Wisdom ;  and  Word  and  Wisdom  is  neither  creature  nor 
part  of  Him  whose  Word  He  is,  nor  an  offspring  passibly 

begotten.  Uniting  then  the  two  titles2,  Scripture  speaks  of 2  p.  ho, 

•  •  ] — — 

“  Son,”  in  order  to  herald  the  offspring  of  His  substance 
natural  and  true ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  none  may 
think  of  the  Offspring  humanly,  while  signifying  His  sub¬ 
stance,  it  also  calls  Him  Word,  Wisdom,  and  Radiance;  to 
teach  us  that  the  generation  was  impassible,  and  eternal,  and 
worthy  of  God°.  What  affection  then,  or  what  part  of  the 
Father  is  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom  and  the  Radiance? 

So  much  may  be  impressed  even  on  these  men  of  folly ;  for 
as  they  asked  women  concerning  God’s  Son,  so3  let  them  1  Orat. 
inquire  of  men  concerning  the  Word,  and  they  will  find  that1 
the  Word  which  they  put  forth  is  neither  an  affection  of 
them  nor  a  part  of  their  mind.  But  if  such  be  the  word  of 
men,  who  are  passible  and  partitive,  why  speculate  they 
about  passions  and  parts  in  the  instance  of  the  immaterial 
and  indivisible  God,  that  under  pretence  of  reverence1  they 
may  deny  the  true  and  natural  generation  of  the  Son  ? 


.  iii.  67. 


«  This  is  a  view  familiar  to  the 
Fathers,  viz.  that  in  this  consists  our 
Lord’s  Sonship,  that  He  is  the  Word 
or  as  S.  Augustine  says,  Christum  ideo 
Filium  quia  Verbum.  Aug.  Ep.  102.  11. 
“  If  God  is  the  Father  of  a  Word,  why  is 
not  He  which  is  begotten  a  Son  ?”  de 
Deer.  §.  17.supr.  p.  27.  “  If  I  speak  of 
Wisdom,  I  speak  of  His  offspring.” 
Theoph.  ad  Autolyc.  i.  3.  “  The  Word, 
the  genuine  Son  of  Mind.”  Clem.  Pro- 
trept.  p.  58.  Petavius  discusses  this  sub¬ 
ject  accurately  with  reference  to  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  Divine  generation  and 
Divine  Procession,  de  Trin.  vii.  14. 

f  Heretics  have  frequently  assigned 
reverence  as  the  cause  of  their  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  Church  ;  and  if,  even 
Arius  affected  it,  the  plea  may  be  ex¬ 
pected  in  any  other.  “  O  stultos  et 
impios  metus,”  says  S.  Hilary,  “  et 
irreligionem  de  Deo  soliicitudinem.”  de 
Trin.iv.  6.  It  was  still  more  commonly 
professed  in  regard  to  the  Catholic  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  Incarnation.  Thus  Manes, 
Absit  ut  Dominum  nostrum  Jesum 


Christum  per  naturalia  mulieris  de- 
scendisse  confitear  ;  ipse  enim  testimo¬ 
nium  dat,quiadesinibusPatrisdescendit. 
Archel.  Disp.  p.  185.  “We,  as  saying 
that  the  Word  of  God  is  incapable  of 
defilement,  even  by  the  assumption  of 
mortal  and  vulnerable  flesh,  fear  not  to 
believe  that  He  is  born  of  a  Y  irgin  ;  ye” 
Manichees,  “because  with  impious  per¬ 
verseness  ye  believe  the  Son  of  God  to 
be  capable  of  it,  dread  to  commit  him  to 
the  flesh.”  August,  contr.  Secund.  9. 
Faustus  “is  neither  willing  to  receive 
Jesus  of  the  seed  of  David,  nor  made  of 
a  woman.... nor  the  death  of  Christ 
itself,  and  burial,  and  resurrection,  &c.” 
August,  contr.  Faust,  xi.  3.  As  the 
Manichees  denied  our  Lord  a  body,  so 
the  Apollinarians  denied  Him  a  rational 
soul,  still  under  pretence  of  reverence, 
because,  as  they  said,  the  soul  was  neces¬ 
sarily  sinful.  Leontius  makes  this  their 
main  argument,  o  voug  ttf^ec^rurtKog  tan, 
de  Sect.  iv.  p.  507.  vid.  also  Greg.  N  az. 
Ep.  101.  ad  Cledon.  p.  89.  Athan.  in 
Apoll.  i.  2.  14.  Epiph.  Ancor.  79.  80. 


Disc. 
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1  i  -rtyi 
yov  s 


§•  29- 


2  vid. 
Orat.  iii 
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&c. 
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4.  Enough  was  said  above  to  shew  that  the  offspring  from 
God  is  not  an  affection ;  and  now  it  has  been  shewn  in  par¬ 
ticular  that  the  Word  is  not  begotten  according  to  affection. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  Wisdom ;  God  is  not  as  man  ;  nor 
must  they  here  think  humanly  of  Him.  For,  whereas  men 
are  capable  of  wisdom,  God  partakes  in  nothing,  but  is 
Himself  the  Father  of  His  own  Wisdom,  of  which  whoso  par¬ 
takes  is  given  the  name  of  wise.  And  this  Wisdom  is  not  a 
passion,  nor  a  part,  but  an  Offspring  proper  to  the  Father. 
Wherefore  He  is  ever  Father,  nor  is  the  character  of  Father 
adventitious1  to  God,  lest  He  seem  alterable ;  for  if  it  is  good 
that  He  be  Father,  yet  He  has  not  ever  been  Father,  then 
good  has  not  ever  been  in  Him. 

5.  But,  observe, say  they,  God  was  always  a  Maker,  nor  is  the 
power  of  framing  adventitious  to  Him;  does  it  follow  then, 
that,  because  He  is  the  Framer  of  all,  therefore  His  works 
also  are  eternal,  and  is  it  wicked  to  say  of  them  too,  that 
they  were  not  before  generation  ?  Senseless  are  these  Arians ; 
for  what  likeness  is  there  between  Son  and  Work,  that  they 
should  parallel  a  father’s  with  a  maker’s  function?  How  is  it 
that,  with  that  difference  between  offspring  and  work,  which  has 
been  shewn,  they  remain  so  ill-instructed?  Let  it  be  repeated 
then,  that  a  work  is  external  to  the  nature,  but  a  Son  is  the 
proper  offspring  of  the  substance ;  it  follows  that  a  work  need 
not  have  been  always,  for  the  workman  frames  it  when  He 
will;  but  an  offspring  is  not  subject  to  will,  but  is  pro- 

a  man  may  be  and  may  be 

tus,”  &c.  Leon.  Ep.  21.  1  fin.  “  For¬ 
bid  it,”  he  says  at  Constantinople, 
“  that  I  should  say  that  the  Christ  was 
of  two  natures,  or  should  discuss  the 
nature,  QvntXoyilr,  of  my  God.”  Concil. 
t.  2.  p.  157.  And  so  in  this  day  popular 
Tracts  have  been  published,  ridiculing 
St.  Luke’s  account  of  our  Lord’s  nativity 
under  pretence  of  reverence  towards  the 
God  of  all,  and  interpreting  Scripture 
allegorically  on  Pantheistic  principles. 
A  modern  argument  for  Universal  Re¬ 
stitution  takes  the  same  form  ;  “  Do  not 
we  shrink  from  the  notion  of  another’s 
being  sentenced  to  eternal  punishment ; 
and  are  we  more  merciful  than  God?” 
vid.  Matt.  xvi.  22,  23. 


per  to  the  substance2.  And 


Athan.  &c.  call  the  Apollinarian  doe- 
trine  Manicheanin  consequence,  vid.  in 
Apoll.  ii.  8. 9.  &c.  Again,  the  Eranistes 
in  Theodoret,  who  advocates  a  similar 
doctrine,  will  not  call  our  Lord  man. 
“  I  consider  it  important  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  an  assumed  nature ,  but  to  call 
the  Saviour  of  the  world  man  is  to 
impair  our  Lord’s  glory.”  Eranist.  ii. 
p.  83.  Eutyches,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  call  our  Lord  maw, but  refused  to 
admit  His  human  nature,  and  still  with 
the  same  profession.  “  Ego,”  he  says, 
“  sciens  sanctos  et  beatospatres  nostros 
refutantes  duarum  naturarum  Tocabu- 
lum,  et  non  audens  de  nature,  tractare 
Dei  Yerbi,  qui  in  carnem  venit,  in 
veritate  non  in  phantasmate  homo  fac- 
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called  Maker,  though  the  works  are  not  as  yet ;  but  father  Chap. 

he  cannot  be  called,  nor  can  he  be,  unless  a  son  exist.  And - 1 

if  they  curiously  inquire  why  God,  though  always  with  the 
power  to  make,  does  not  always  make,  (though  this  also  be 
the  presumption  of  madmen,  for  who  hath  known  the  mind  Rom. 
of  the  Lord ,  or  who  hath  been  His  Counsellor  ?  or  how  shall 
the  thing  formed  say  to  the  potter,  why  hast  thou  made  me  20- 
thus ?  however,  not  to  leave  even  a  weak  argument  un¬ 
noticed,)  they  must  be  told,  that  although  God  always  had  the 
power  to  execute,  yet  the  things  generated  had  not  the  power 
of  being  eternal e.  For  they  are  out  of  nothing,  and  therefore 
were  not  before  their  generation ;  but  things  winch  were  not 
before  their  generation,  how  could  these  co-exist  with  the 
ever-existing  God?  Wherefore  God,  looking  to  what  was  good 
for  them,  then  made  them  all  when  He  saw  that,  when  pro¬ 
duced,  they  were  able  to  abide.  And  as,  though  He  was 
able,  even  from  the  beginning  in  the  time  of  Adam,  or  Noe, 
or  Moses,  to  send  His  own  Word,  yet  He  sent  Him  not  until 
the  consummation  of  the  ages ;  for  this  He  saw  to  be  good  for  the 
whole  creation,  so  also  things  generated  did  He  make  when 
He  would,  and  as  was  good  for  them.  But  the  Son,  not  being 
a  work,  but  proper  to  the  Father’s  offspring,  always  is;  for, 
whereas  the  Father  always  is,  so  what  is  proper  to  His  sub¬ 
stance  must  always  be;  and  this  is  His  Word  and  His 
Wisdom.  And  that  creatures  should  not  be  in  existence, 
does  not  disparage  the  Maker;  for  He  hath  the  power  of 
framing  them,  when  He  wills ;  but  for  the  offspring  not  to  be 
ever  with  the  Father,  is  a  disparagement  of  the  perfection  of 
His  substance.  Wherefore  His  works  were  framed,  when 
He  would,  through  His  Word;  but  the  Son  is  ever  the  proper 
offspring  of  the  Father’s  substance. 

8  Atban.’s  argument  is  as  follows  :  shall  perish,”  in  the  Psalm,  not  as  a 
that,  as  it  is  of  the  essence  of  a  son  to  fact  hut  as  the  definition  of  the  nature 
he  connatural  vsith  the  father,  so  is  it  of  of  a  creature.  Also  ii.  §.  1.  where  he  says, 
the  essence  of  a  creature  to  be  of  nothing,  “It  is  proper  to  creatures  and  works 
1%  ovk  Strut ;  therefore,  while  it  was  not  to  have  said  of  them,  \\  tux  otrat  and  cux 
impossible  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  nt  rfit  ystvtitri."  vid.  Cyril.  Thesaur. 
for  Almighty  God  is  to  bealways  Father,  9.  p.  67.  Dial.  ii.  p.  460.  on  the  question 
it  was  impossible  for  the  same  reason  of  being  a  Creator  in  posse,  vid.  supra, 
that  He  should  he  always  a  Creator,  p.  65,  note  m. 
vid.  infr.  §.  58.  where  he  takes,  “  They 


CHAP.  IX. 

OBJECTIONS  CONTINUED. 


Whether  is  the  Ingenerate  one  or  two?  Inconsistent  in  Arians  to  use  an 
unscriptural  word;  necessary  to  define  its  meaning.  Different  senses  of 
the  word.  If  it  means  “without  Father,”  there  is  but  One  Ingenerate; 
if  “without  beginning  or  creation,”  there  are  two.  Inconsistency  of 
Asterius.  “  Ingenerate  ”  a  title  of  God,  not  in  contrast  with  the  Son,  but 
with  creatures,  as  is  “Almighty,”  or  “Lord  of  powers.”  “Father”  is 
the  truer  title,  as  not  only  Scriptural,  but  implying  a  Son,  and  our  adop¬ 
tion  as  sons. 

Disc.  1-  These  considerations  encourage  the  faithful,  and  distress 
__L_the  heretical,  perceiving,  as  they  do,  their  heresy  overthrown 
§.  30.  thereby.  Moreover,  their  further  question  “  whether  the  Inge¬ 
nerate  be  one  or  twoa,”  shews  how  false  are  their  views,  how 
treacherous  and  full  of  guile.  Not  for  the  Father’s  honour 
ask  they  this,  but  for  the  dishonour  of  the  Word.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  should  any  one,  not  aware  of  then-  craft,  answer, 
“  the  Ingenerate  is  one,”  forthwith  they  spill  out  their  own 
venom,  saying,  “  Therefore  the  Son  is  among  things  generate, 
and  well  have  we  said,  He  was  not  before  His  generation.” 
Thus  they  make  any  kind  of  disturbance  and  confusion,  pro- 


a  The  word  iyirixroi  was  in  the  phi¬ 
losophical  schools  synonymous  with 
“  God ;”  hence  by  asking  whether 
there  were  two  Ingenerates,  the  Ano- 
moeans  implied  that  there  were  two 
Gods,  if  Christ  was  God  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  Father  was.  Hence 
Athan.  retorts,  ifiitrxnTif ,  cv  Xgyoft m  Sut 
aytvnra,  Xtyoum  Si 'n  tui ig.  Orat.  lii.  16. 
also  ii.  38.  Plato  used  uyirvnTo  of  the 
Supreme  God,  (supr.  p.  51,  note  b.)  the 
Valentinians,  Tertull.  contr.  Val.  7. 
and  Basilides,  Epiph.  Hser.  31.  10. 
S.  Clement  uses  it,  supr.  p.  147,  note  t. 
and  S.  Ignatius  applies  it  to  the  Son, 
p.  147.  S.  Dionysius  Alex,  puts  as  an 
hypothesis  in  controversy  the  very  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Anomceans,  on  which  their 
whole  argument  turned,  ap.  Euseb. 
Prap.  vii.  19.  viz.  that  fi  iytrtnolx  is 
the  very  eutrlx  of  God,  not  an  attribute. 


Their  view  is  drawn  out  at  length  in 
Epiph.  Har.  76.  S.  Athanasius  does  not 
go  into  this  question,  but  rather  confines 
himself  to  the  more  popular  form  of  it, 
viz.  the  Son  is  by  His  very  name  not 
iytttnng,  but  yiitr,rig,  but  all  yttitiri 
are  creatures ;  which  he  answers,  as 
de  Deer.  §.  28.  supr.  p.  53.  by  saying 
that  Christianity  had  brought  in  a  new 
idea  into  theology,  viz.  the  sacred  doc¬ 
trine  of  a  true  Son,!*  ryjg  ivvlag.  This  was 
what  the  Arians  had  originally  denied, 
l>  to  ayivtxTo*  2t  21  to  ut  avrov  iXr.&Zg, 
xx)  o'jk  \k  Tr,g  ourittg  avTtu.  Euseb.  Nic. 
ap.  Theod.  Hist.  i.5.  When  they  were 
urged  what  according  to  them  was  the 
middle  idea  to  which  the  Son  answered, 
if  they  would  not  accept  the  Catholic, 
they  would  not  define  but  merely  said, 

yittrfix.  i\X’  ovx  ug  !»  rut  yntnfiiroit , 

vid.  p.  10,  note  u. 
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Different  senses  of  the  word  “  Ingenerate .” 

vided  they  can  but  separate  the  Son  from  the  Father,  and  Chap. 
reckon  the  Framer  of  all  among  His  works.  Now  first  they  IX~  - 
may  be  convicted  on  this  score,  that,  while  blaming  the 
Nicene  Bishops  for  their  use  of  phrases  not  in  Scripture, 
though  these  not  injurious,  but  subversive  of  their  irreligion, 
they  themselves  went  off  upon  the  same  fault,  that  is, 
using  words  not  in  Scripture  1,  and  those  in  contumely  of  the 1  p.  31, 
Lord,  knowing  neither  what  they  say  nor  whereof  they^'^f' 
affirm.  For  instance,  let  them  ask  the  Greeks,  who  have1)  7. 
been  their  instructors,  (for  it  is  a  word  of  their  invention, 
not  Scripture,)  and  when  they  have  been  instructed  in  its 
various  significations,  then  they  will  discover  that  they 
cannot  even  question  properly,  on  the  subject  which  they 
have  undertaken.  For  they  have  led  me  to  ascertain2  that 2 1’-52? 

i  cc  •  ,,  .  i  i  li*  note  d. 

by  ingenerate  is  meant  what  has  not  yet  come  to  be.  but  is 
possible  to  be,  as  wood  which  is  not  yet  become,  but  is 
capable  of  becoming,  a  vessel ;  and  again  what  neither  has 
nor  ever  can  come  to  be,  as  a  triangle  quadrangular,  and  an 
even  number  odd.  For  neither  has  nor  ever  can  a  triangle 
become  quadrangular;  nor  has  ever,  nor  can  ever,  even  be¬ 
come  odd.  Moreover,  by  “  ingenerate”  is  meant,  what  ex¬ 
ists,  but  not  generated  from  any,  nor  having  a  father  at  all. 
Further,  Asterius,  that  unprincipled  sophist,  the  patron  too  of 
this  heresy,  has  added  in  his  own  treatise,  that  what  is  not 
made,  but  is  ever,  is  “  ingenerate b.”  They  ought  then,  when 
they  ask  the  question,  to  add  in  what  sense  they  take  the 
word  “  ingenerate,”  and  then  the  parties  questioned  would  be 
able  to  answer  to  the  point. 

2.  But  if  they  still  are  satisfied  with  merely  asking,  “  Is  §•  31. 
the  Ingenerate  one  or  two  ?”  they  must  be  told  first  of  all,  as 
ill-educated  men,  that  many  are  such  and  nothing  is  such, 
many  which  are  capable  of  generation,  and  nothing  is  not 


b  The  two  first  senses  here  given 
answer  to  the  two  first  mentioned,  de 
Deer.  §.  28.  and,  as  he  there  says,  are 
plainly  irrelevant.  The  third  in  the  de 
Deer,  which,  as  he  there  observes,  is  am¬ 
biguous  and  used  for  a  sophistical  pur¬ 
pose,  ishere divided  into  third andfourth, 
answering  to  the  two  senses  which  alone 
are  assigned  in  the  de  Syn.  §.  46.  and 
on  them  the  question  turns.  This  is  an 
instance,  of  which  many  occur,  how 


Athan.  used  his  former  writings  and 
worked  over  again  his  former  ground, 
and  simplified  or  cleared  what  he  had 
said.  Tn  the  de  Deer.  A. D.  350,  we  have 
three  senses  of  uyinriTou,  two  irrelevant 
and  the  third  ambiguous;  herein  Oral. 
1.  (358,)  he  divides  the  third  into  two  ; 
in  the  de  Syn.  (359,)  he  rejects  and 
omits  the  two  first,  leaving  the  two 
last,  which  are  the  critical  senses. 


22G  Its  different  semes  distinguished. 

Disc,  capable,  as  has  been  said.  But  if  they  ask  according  as 
— L —  Asterius  ruled  it,  as  if  “  what  is  not  a  work  but  was  always”  were 
ingencrate,  then  they  must  constantly  be  told  that  the  Son  as 
well  as  the  Father  must  in  this  sense  be  called  ingenerate. 
For  He  is  neither  in  the  number  of  things  generated,  nor  a 
work,  but  has  ever  been  with  the  Father,  as  has  already  been 
shewn,  in  spite  of  their  many  variations  for  the  sole  sake  of 
testifying  against  the  Lord,  “  He  is  of  nothing”  and  “  He 
was  not  before  His  generation.”  When  then,  after  failing  at 
every  turn,  they  betake  themselves  to  the  other  sense  of  the 
question,  “  existing  but  not  generated  of  any’  nor  having  a 
father,”  we  shall  tell  them  that  the  Ingenerate  in  this  sense  is 
only’  one,  namely  the  Father ;  and  they  will  take  nothing  by 
their  question'.  For  to  sayT  that  God  is  in  this  sense  In¬ 
generate,  does  not  shew  that  the  Son  is  a  thing  generate,  it 
being  evident  from  the  above  proofs  that  the  Word  is  such  as 
He  is  who  begat  Him.  Therefore  if  God  be  ingenerate,  His 
1  p.  209,  Image  is  not  generate,  but  an  Offspring1,  which  is  His  Word 
note  d‘  and  His  Wisdom.  For  what  likeness  has  the  generate  to  the 
Ingenerate  ?  (one  must  not  weary  to  use  repetition ;)  for  if 
they  will  have  it  that  the  one  is  like  the  other,  so  that  he 
who  sees  the  one  beholds  the  other,  they  are  like  to  say 
that  the  Ingenerate  is  the  image  of  creatures;  the  end  of  which 
is  a  confusion  of  the  whole  subject,  an  equalling  of  things  gene¬ 
rated  with  the  Ingenerate,  and  a  denial  of  the  Ingenerate  by 
measuring  Him  with  the  works ;  and  all  to  reduce  the  Son  into 
their  number. 

§.  32.  3.  However,  I  suppose  even  they  will  be  unwilling  to  pro¬ 

ceed  to  such  lengths,  if  they’  follow  Asterius  the  sophist.  For 
he,  earnest  as  he  is  in  his  advocacy  of  the  Arian  heresy’,  and 
maintaining  that  the  Ingenerate  is  one,  runs  counter  to  them 
in  saydng,  that  the  Wisdom  of  God  is  ingenerate  and  un- 
2 deSyn. originate  also;  the  following  is  a  passage  out  of  his  work': 
lOidnfr  <£  The  Blessed  Paid  said  not  that  he  preached  Christ  the 
ii.  37.  power  of  God  or  the  wisdom  of  God,  but,  without  the  article, 
l  Cot.  God's  power  and  God's  wisdom;  thus  preaching  that  the 
2i ■  proper  power  of  God  Himself,  which  is  natural  to  Him  and 

c  These  two  senses  of  £yit» iroo  un-  iyUtr.mt  and  ay'unrti.  vid.  Damasc. 
begotten  and  unmade  were  afterwards  F.  O.  i.  8.  p.  135.  and  Le  Quien’s 
expressed  by  the  distinction  of  *»  and  »,  not. 


Admission  of  Asterius  unfavourable  to  the  Arians.  227 

co-existent  with  Him  ingenerately,  is  something  besides.”  Chap. 
And  again,  soon  after:  “However,  His  eternal  power  and  - 
wisdom,  which  truth  argues  to  be  unoriginate  and  ingenerate ; 
this  must  surely  be  one.”  For  though  misunderstanding  the 
Apostle’s  words,  he  considered  that  there  were  two  wisdoms ; 
yet,  by  speaking  still  of  a  wisdom  co-existent  with  Him,  he 
declares  that  the  Ingenerate  is  not  simply  one,  but  that  there 
is  another  ingenerate  with  Him.  For  what  is  co-existent,  co¬ 
exists  not  with  itself,  but  with  another.  If  then  they  agree 
with  Asterius,  let  them  never  ask  again,  “  Is  the  Ingenerate 
one  or  two,”  or  they  will  have  to  contest  the  point  with  him ; 
if,  on  the  other  hand,  they  differ  even  from  him,  let  them  not 
take  up  their  defence  upon  his  treatise,  lest,  biting  one  Cal.  5, 
another,  they  be  consumed  one  of  another. 

4.  So  much  on  the  point  of  their  ignorance;  but  who  can 
say  enough  on  their  want  of  principle  ?  who  but  would  justly 
hate  them  while  possessed  by  such  a  madness  ?  for  when  they 
were  no  longer  allowed  to  say  “  out  of  nothing”  and  “  He  was 
not  before  His  generation,”  they  hit  upon  this  word  “  ingene¬ 
rate,”  that,  by  saying  among  the  simple  that  the  Son  was 
generate,  they  might  imply  the  very  same  phrases  “  out  of 
nothing,”  and  “  He  once  was  not;”  for  in  such  phrases 
things  generate  and  creatures  are  implied.  If  they  have  §.  33. 
confidence  in  their  own  positions,  they  should  stand  to  them, 
and  not  change  about  so  variously 1 ;  but  this  they  will  not, 1  p-  84, 
from  an  idea  that  success  is  easy,  if  they  do  but  shelter  their 
heresy  under  colour  of  the  word  “  ingenerate.”  Yet  after  all, 
this  term  is  not  used  in  contrast  with  the  Son,  clamour  as 
they  may,  but  with  things  generate  ;  and  the  like  may  be 
found  in  the  words  “  Almighty”  and  “  Lord  of  the  Powers'1.” 

For  if  we  say  that  the  Father  has  power  and  mastery  over  all 
things  by  the  Word,  and  the  Son  rules  the  Father’s  kingdom, 
and  has  the  power  of  all,  as  His  Word,  and  as  the  Image  of 
the  Father,  it  is  quite  plain  that  neither  here  is  the  Son 

d  The  passage  which  follows  is  A  than,  shews  us  the  care  with  which 
written  with  his  de  Decr.before  him.  At  he  made  his  doctrinal  statements, though 
first  he  but  uses  the  same  topics,  but  they  seem  at  first  sight  written  off.  It 
presently  he  incorporates  into  this  Dis-  also  accounts  for  the  diffuseness  and 
course  an  actual  portion  of  his  former  repetition  which  might  be  imputed  to 
work,  with  only  such  alterations  as  an  his  composition,  what  seems  superfluous 
author  commonly  makes  in  transcribing,  being  often  only  the  insertion  of  an  ex- 
This,  which  is  not  unfrequent  with  tract  from  a  former  work. 
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Disc,  reckoned  among  that  all,  nor  is  God  called  Almighty  and 
— Lord  with  reference  to  1  lim,  but  to  those  things  which  through 
the  Son  come  to  he,  and  over  which  lie  exercises  power 
and  mastery  through  the  Word.  And  therefore  the  Ingenerate 
is  specified  not  by  contrast  to  the  Son,  but  to  the  things  which 
through  the  Son  come  to  be.  And  excellently:  since  God  is 
not  as  things  generate,  but  is  their  Creator  and  Framer  through 
the  Son.  And  as  the  word  “  Ingenerate”  is  specified  relatively 
to  tilings  generate,  so  the  word  “  Father”  is  indicative  of  the 
Son.  And  he  who  names  God  Maker  and  Framer  and  In¬ 
generate,  regards  and  apprehends  things  created  and  gene¬ 
rated  ;  and  he  who  calls  God  Father,  thereby  conceives  and 
contemplates  the  Son.  And  hence  one  might  marvel  at  the 
obstinacy  which  is  added  to  their  irreligiou,  that,  whereas  the 
term  “ingenerate”  has  the  aforesaid  good  sense,  and  admits 
1  deSyn.  of  being  used  religiously1,  they,  in  their  own  heresy,  bring  it 
P  147  forth  for  the  dishonour  of  the  Son,  not  having  read  that  he 
vid.  who  honoureth  the  Son  honouretli  the  Father,  and  he  who 
John  o,  dishonoured!  the  Son,  dishonoured!  the  Father.  If  they  had 
any  concern  at  all0  for  reverent  speaking  and  the  honour  due  to 
the  Father,  it  became  them  rather,  and  this  were  better  and 
higher,  to  acknowledge  and  call  God  Father,  than  to  give 
Him  this  name.  For,  in  calling  God  ingenerate,  they  are,  as 
I  said  before,  calling  Him  from  His  works,  and  as  Maker 
only  and  Framer,  supposing  that  hence  they  may  imply 
that  the  Word  is  a  work  after  their  own  pleasure.  But 
that  He  who  calls  God  Father,  names  Him  from  the  Son, 
being  well  aware  that  if  there  be  a  Son,  of  necessity  through 
that  Son  all  things  generate  were  created.  And  they,  when 
they  call  Him  Ingenerate,  name  Him  only  from  His  works, 
and  know  not  the  Son  any  more  than  the  Greeks ;  but  He 
who  calls  God  Father,  names  Him  from  the  Word ;  and 
knowing  the  Word,  He  acknowledges  Him  to  be  Framer  of 
all,  and  understands  that  through  Him  all  things  were  made. 

§.  34.  5.  Therefore  it  is  more  pious  and  more  accurate  to  denote 

•  God  from  the  Son  and  call  Him  Father,  than  to  name  Him 
from  His  works  only  and  call  Him  Ingenerate'.  For  the 

e  Here  he  begins  a  close  transcript  1  The  arguments  against  the  word 
of  the  de  Deer.  §.  30.  supr.  p.  55.  the  Ingenerate  here  brought  together  are 
last  sentence,  however,  of  the  paragraph  aDo  found  in  Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  i.  5. 
being  an  addition.  p.  215.  Greg.  Naz.  Orat.  31.23.  Epiph. 
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Ingenerate  not  a  word  of  Scripture. 

latter  title,  as  I  have  said,  does  nothing  more  than  refer  to  all  Chap. 
the  works,  individually  and  collectively,  which  have  come  to  — 
be  at  the  will  of  God  through  the  Word;  but  the  title  Father, 
has  its  significance  and  its  bearing1  only  from  the  Son. 1 
And,  whereas  the  Word  surpasses  things  generate,  by  so 
much  and  more  doth  calling  God  Father  surpass  the  calling 
Him  Ingenerate.  For  the  latter  is  unscriptural  and  sus¬ 
picious,  because  it  has  various  senses ;  so  that,  when  a  man 
is  asked  concerning  it,  his  mind  is  carried  about  to  many 
ideas ;  but  the  word  Father  is  simple  and  scriptural,  and 
more  accurate,  and  only  implies  the  Son.  And  “  Ingenerate” 
is  a  word  of  the  Greeks,  who  know  not  the  Son ;  but 
“  Father,”  has  been  acknowledged  and  vouchsafed  by  our 
Lord.  For  He,  knowing  Himself  whose  Son  He  was,  said, 

I  am  in  the  Father ,  and  the  Father  is  in  Me;  and  He  that  Johnl4, 

1()  <). 

hath  seen  Me,  hath  seen  the  Father,  and  I  and  the  Father  30. 
are  One* ;  but  no  where  is  He  found  to  call  the  Father  Inge¬ 
nerate.  Moreover,  when  He  teaches  us  to  pray,  He  says  not, 
“When  ye  pray,  say,  O  God  Ingenerate,”  but  rather,  When  Lukeli, 
ye  pray,  say,  Our  Father,  which  art  in  heaven.  And  it  was  2‘ 

His  will  that  the  Summary  2  of  our  faith  should  have  the  same 2  P- 123, 
bearing,  in  bidding  us  be  baptized,  not  into  the  name  of 
Ingenerate  and  generate,  nor  into  the  name  of  Creator  aud 
creature,  but  into  the  Name  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost. 

For  with  such  an  initiation  we  too,  being  of  the  works,  are 
made  sons,  and  using  the  name  of  the  Father,  acknowledge 
from  that  name  the  Word  in  the  Father  Himself  also  h.  A 
vain  thing  then  is  their  argument  about  the  term  “  Ingene¬ 
rate,”  as  is  now  proved,  and  nothing  more  than  a  fantasy. 

H*r.  76.  p.  941.  Greg.  Nyss.  eontr.  26.  ad  Afr.  7.  8.  9.  vid.  also  Epiph. 

Eunom.  vi.  p.  192.  &c.  Cyril.  Dial.  ii.  H®r.  64.  9.  Basil.  Hexaem.  ix.  fin. 
Pseudo-Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  iv.  p.  283.  Cyr.  Thes.  xii.  p.  111.  Potam.  Ep. 

e  These  three  texts  are  found  to-  ap.  Dacher.  t.  3.  p.  299.  Hil.  Trin.  vii. 
gether  frequently  in  Athan.  parti-  41.  et  supr.  Vid.  also  Animadv.  in 
cularly  in  Orat.  iii.  where  he  eon-  Eustath.  Ep.  ad  Apoll.  Rom.  1796. 
siders  the  doctrines  of  the  “  Image”  p.  58. 

and  the  vid.  de  Deer.  §.  h  Here  ends  the  extract  from  the  de 

21.  §.  31.  de  Syn.  §.  45.  Orat.  iii.  3.  5.  Decretis.  The  sentence  following  is 
6.  10.  16  fin.  17.  Ep.  /Eg.  13.  Sent.  D.  added  as  a  close. 


CHAP.  X. 

OBJECTIONS  CONTINUED. 

0 

How  the  Word  has  free-will,  yet  without  being  alterable.  He  is  unalterable 
because  the  Image  of  the  Father,  proved  from  texts. 

Disc.  1.  As  to  their  question  whether  the  Word  is  alterable”,  it  is 
f—g-  superfluous  to  examine  it ;  it  is  enough  simply  to  write  down 
‘  what  they  say,  and  so  to  shew  its  daring  irreligion.  How 
they  trifle,  appears  from  the  following  questions : — “  Has  He 
'airi%cu-  flee  will1,  or  has  He  not?  is  He  good  from  choice 2  according 
i'rotu-  t0  frce  will,  and  can  He,  if  He  will,  alter,  being  of  an  alter- 
iwu  able  nature  ?  or,  as  wood  or  stone,  has  He  not  His  choice 
free  to  be  moved  and  incline  hither  and  thither  ?”  It  is  but 
agreeable  to  their  heresy  thus  to  speak  and  think ;  for,  when 
once  they  have  framed  to  themselves  a  God  out  of  nothing 
and  a  created  Son,  of  course  they  also  adopt  such  terms  as 
are  suitable  to  a  creature.  However,  when  in  their  contro¬ 
versies  with  Churchmen  they  hear  from  them  of  the  real  and 
only  Word  of  the  Father,  and  yet  venture  thus  to  speak  of 
Him,  does  not  their  doctrine  then  become  the  most  loathsome 
that  can  be  found  ?  Is  it  not  enough  to  distract  a  man  on 
mere  hearing,  though  unable  to  reply,  and  to  make  him  stop 
his  ears,  from  astonishment  at  the  novelty  of  what  he  hears  them 
say,  which  even  to  mention  is  to  blaspheme  ?  For  if  the 
Word  be  alterable  and  changing,  where  will  He  stay,  and 
what  will  be  the  end  of  His  progress  ?  how  shall  the  alter¬ 
able  possibly  be  like  the  Unalterable  ?  How  should  he  who 
has  seen  the  alterable,  be  considered  to  have  seen  the  Un¬ 
alterable  ?  in  which  of  Ilis  states  shall  we  be  able  to  behold 
in  Him  the  Father?  for  it  is  plain  that  not  at  all  times  shall 

a  rjt tto;,  i.  e.  not,  changeable,  butof  whether  the  Word  of  God  is  capable  of 
a  moral  nature  capable  of  improvement,  altering  as  rhe  devil  altered,  they  scru- 
Arius  maintained  this  in  the  strongest  pled  not  to  say,  “Yea,  He  is  capable.” 
terms  at  starting.  “  On  being  asked  Alex.  ap.  Socr.  i.  6.  p.  11. 


The  Son  unalterable,  became  the  Father's  Image.  231 

we  see  the  Father  in  the  Son,  because  the  Son  is  ever  Chap. 

altering,  and  is  of  changing  nature.  For  the  Father  is  un - — 

alterable  and  unchangeable,  and  is  always  in  the  same  state  and 
the  same ;  but  if,  as  they  hold,  the  Son  is  alterable,  and  not 
always  the  same,  but  ever  of  a  changing  nature,  how  can  such 
a  one  be  the  Father’s  Image,  not  having  the  likeness  of  His 
unalterableness 1  ?  how  can  He  be  really  in  the  Father,  if  His  1  supr. 
moral  choice  is  indeterminate?  Nay,  perhaps,  as  being 
alterable,  and  advancing  daily,  He  is  not  perfect  yet.  Butp-212- 
away  with  such  madness  of  the  Arians,  and  let  the  truth 
shine  out,  and  shew  that  they  are  beside  themselves.  For 
must  not  He  be  perfect  who  is  equal  to  God  ?  and  must  not 
He  be  unalterable,  who  is  one  with  the  Father,  and  His  Son 
proper  to  His  substance  ?  and  the  Father’s  substance  being 
unalterable,  unalterable  must  be  also  the  proper  Offspring 
from  it.  And  if  they  slanderously  impute  alteration  to  the 
Word,  let  them  leam  how  much  their  own  reason  is  in  peril2; 2  p.  2, 
for  from  the  fruit  is  the  tree  known.  For  this  is  why  he  who  not<"  e’ 
hath  seen  the  Son,  hath  seen  the  Father,  and  why  the  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  Son  is  knowledge  of  the  Father. 

2.  Therefore  the  Image  of  the  unalterable  God  must  be§.  36. 
unchangeable;  for  Jesus  Christ  is  the  same  yesterday ,  to-day ,  Heb.l3, 
and  for  ever.  And  David  in  the  Psalm  says  of  Him,  Thou,8' 
Lord,  in  the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth, 
and  the  heavens  are  the  work  of  Tlrine  hands.  They  shall  Heb.  l, 
perish,  but  Thou  remainest ;  and  they  all  shall  wax  old  as 
doth  a  garment.  And  as  a  vesture  shalt  Thou  fold  them  up, 
and  they  shall  be  changed,  but  Thou  art  the  same,  and  Thy 
years  shall  not  fail.  And  the  Lord  Himself  says  of  Himself 
through  the  Prophet,  See  now  that  I,  even  I  am  He,  and  I Dcut. 
change  not.  It  may  be  said  indeed  that  what  is  here  expressed 
relates  to  the  Father;  yet  it  suits  the  Son  also  to  speak  it,  spe-6* 
daily  because,  when  made  man,  He  manifests  His  own  identity 
and  unalterableness  to  such  as  suppose  that  by  reason  of  the 
flesh  He  is  changed  and  become  other  than  He  was.  More 
trustworthy  are  the  sacred  writers,  or  rather  the  Lord,  than 
the  perversity  of  the  irreligious.  For  Scripture,  as  in  the 
above-cited  passage  of  the  Psalter,  signifying  under  the  name 
of  heaven  and  earth,  that  the  nature  of  all  things  generate 
and  created  is  alterable  and  changeable,  yet  excepting  the 
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Disc.  Son  from  these,  shews  11s  thereby  that  He  is  in  no  wise  a 
— - —  thing  generate  ;  nay  teaches  that  He  changes  every  thing 
else,  and  is  Himself  not  changed,  in  saying,  Thou  art  the 
same,  and  Thy  years  shall  not  fail.  And  with  reason  ;  for 
1  p.  223,  things  generate,  being  from  nothing1,  and  not  heing  before 
note  their  generation,  because,  in  truth,  they  come  to  be  after  not 
being,  have  a  nature  which  is  changeable  ;  but  the  Son,  being 
from  the  Father,  and  proper  to  I  lis  substance,  is  unchangeable 
and  unalterable  as  the  Father  Himself.  For  it  were  sin  to  say 
that  from  that  substance  which  is  unalterable  was  begotten 
an  alterable  word  and  a  changeable  wisdom.  For  how  is 
He  longer  the  Word,  if  He  be  alterable  ?  or  can  that  be 
Wisdom  which  is  changeable  ?  unless  perhaps,  as  accident  in 
3  p.  37,  substance9,  so  they  would  have  it,  viz.  as  in  any  particular  sub- 
note  • '  stance,  a  certain  grace  and  habit  of  viitue  exists  accidentally, 
which  is  called  Word  and  Son  and  Wisdom,  and  admits  of 
being  taken  from  it  and  added  to  it.  For  they  have  often 
expressed  this  sentiment,  but  it  is  not  the  faith  of  Christians; 
as  not  declaring  that  He  is  truly  Word  and  Son  of  God,  or 
that  the  wisdom  intended  is  the  true  Wisdom.  For  what  alters 
and  changes,  and  has  no  stay  in  one  and  the  same  con¬ 
dition,  how  can  that  be  true  ?  whereas  the  Lord  says,  I  am 
John  14,  the  Truth.  If  then  the  Lord  Himself  speaks  thus  concerning 
Himself,  and  declares  His  unalterableness,  and  the  sacred 
writers  have  learned  and  testify  this,  nay  and  our  notions  of 
God  acknowledge  it  as  religious,  whence  did  these  men  of 
irreligion  draw  this  novelty  ?  from  their  heart  as  from  a  seat 

3  de  Syn.  of  corruption  did  they  vomit  it  forth  3. 

§.16  fin. 


CHAP.  XI. 

TEXTS  EXPLAINED  ;  AND  FIRST,  PHIL.  ii.  9,  10. 

Various  texts  which  are  alleged  against  the  Catholic  doctrine;  e.  g.  Phil.  ii. 

9,  10.  Whether  the  words  “  Wherefore  God  hath  highly  exalted”  prove 
moral  probation  and  advancement.  Argued  against,  first,  from  the  force  of 
the  word  “  Son;”  which  is  inconsistent  with  such  an  interpretation.  Next, 
the  passage  examined.  Ecclesiastical  sense  of  “  highly  exalted,”  and 
“  gave,”  and  “  wherefore ;”  viz.  as  being  spoken  with  reference  to  our 
Lord’s  manhood.  Secondary  sense;  viz.  as  implying  the  Word’s  “  exalt¬ 
ation”  through  the  resurrection  in  the  same  sense  in  which  Scripture 
speaks  of  His  descent  in  the  Incarnation  ;  how  the  phrase  does  not 
derogate  from  the  nature  of  the  Word. 

1.  But  since  they  allege  the  divine  oracles  and  force  on  chap. 
them  a  misinterpretation,  according  to  their  private  sense  %  it 
becomes  necessary  to  meet  them  just  so  far  as  to  lay  claim  to  §•  ^ • 
these  passages,  and  to  shew  that  they  bear  an  orthodox  sense, 
and  that  our  opponents  are  in  error.  They  say  then,  that 
the  Apostle  writes,  Wherefore  God  also  hath  highly  exalted  Phil.  2, 
Him ,  and  given  Him  a  Name  which  is  above  every  name ;  9'  10‘ 
that  at  the  Name  of  Jesus  every  knee  should  bow,  of  things 
in  heaven  and  things  in  earth  and  things  under  the  earth ; 
and  David,  Wherefore  God,  even  Thy  God,  hath  anointed  Ps.45,9. 
Thee  with  the  oil  of  gladness  above  Thy  fellows.  Then  they 


a  vid.  supr.  p.  78,  note  n.  “We  must 
not  make  an  appeal  to  the  Scriptures,  nor 
take  up  a  position  for  the  fight,  in  which 
victory  is  not,  or  is  doubtful,  or  next  to 
doubtful.  For  though  this  conflict  of 
Scripture  with  Scripture  did  not  end  in 
a  drawn  battle,  yet  the  true  order  of  the 
subject  required  that  that  should  be  laid 
down  first,  which  now  becomes  hut  a 
point  of  debate,  viz.  who  have  a  claim 
to  the  faith  itself,  whose  are  the  Scrip¬ 
tures.”  Tertull.  de  Prrcscr.  19.  “  Ruf- 
finus  says  of  S.  Basil  and  S.  Gregory, 
“Putting  asideall Greek  literature, they 
are  said  to  have  passed  thirteen  years  to¬ 
gether  in  studying  the  Scriptures  alone, 
and  followed  out  their  sense  not  from 


their  private  opinion,  but  by  the  writings 
and  authority  of  the  F athers,  &c.”  Hist, 
ii. 9.  “Seeing the  Canon  of  Scripture  is 
perfect,  &c.  what  need  we  join  unto  it 
the  authority  of  the  Church’s  under¬ 
standing  and  interpretation  ?  because 
the  Scripture  being  of  itself  so  deep 
and  profound,  all  men  do  not  understand 
it  in  one  and  the  same  sense,  hut  so 
many  men ,  so  many  opinions  almost 
maybe  gathered  out  of  it;  for  Nova- 
tian  expounds  it  one  way,  Photinus 
another,  Sabellius,  See.”  Vincent. 
Comm.  2.  Hippolytus  has  a  passage 
very  much  to  the  same  purpose,  contr. 
Noet.  9  fin. 


234  If  our  Lord,  really  Son, not  really  “  exalted'  and  rewarded. 


3 

aioj; 


Disc,  urge,  as  something  acute :  “  If  He  was  exalted  and  received 
— L —  grace,  on  a  wherefore,  and  on  a  wherefore  He  was  anointed, 
He  received  the  reward  of  His  good  choice ;  but  having 
come-  '*  actc(l  from  choice,  He  is  altogether  of  an  alterable  nature.” 
dia,  vid.  Tliis  is  what  Eusebius 1  and  Arius  have  dared  to  say, 
Hist.i.5. nay  to  write;  while  their  partisans  do  not  shrink  from 
2  p.  213,  conversing  about  it  in  full  market-place*,  not  seeing 
note  a.  mad  an  argument  they  use.  For  if  He  received 

what  He  had  as  a  reward  of  His  good  choice,  and  would 
not  have  had  it,  unless  He  had  needed  it  and  had  His 
work  to  shew  for  it,  then  having  gained  it  from  virtue  and 
p,i\nu  promotion3,  with  reason  had  He  “therefore”  been  called  Son 
and  God,  without  being  very  Son.  For  what  is  from  another 
by  nature,  is  a  real  offspring,  as  Isaac  was  to  Abraham,  and 
Joseph  to  Jacob  and  the  Radiance  to  the  Sun  ;  but  the 
so-called  sons  from  virtue  and  grace,  have  but  in  place  of 
4  p.  237,  nature  a  grace  by  acquisition,  and  are  something  else  besides4 

ref#  1 .  ,  ,  .  m 

the  gift  itself ;  as  the  men  who  have  received  the  Spirit  by 
Is.  1,2.  participation,  concerning  whom  Scripture  saith,  I  have 
Sept‘  begotten  and  exalted  children,  and  they  have  rebelled  against 
Me 5.  And  of  course,  since  they  were  not  sons  by  nature, 
therefore,  when  they  altered,  the  Spirit  was  taken  away 
and  they  were  disinherited ;  and  again  on  their  repent¬ 
ance  that  God  who  thus  at  the  beginning  gave  them 
grace,  will  receive  them,  and  give  light,  and  call  them 
§.  38.  sons  again.  But  if  they  say  this  of  the  Saviour  also, 
it  follows  that  He  is  neither  very  God  nor  very  Son,  nor 
like  the  Father,  nor  in  any  wise  has  God  for  a  Father  of 
His  being  according  to  substance,  but  of  the  mere  grace 
given  to  Him,  and  for  a  Creator  of  His  being  according 
to  substance,  after  the  similitude  of  all  others.  And  being  such, 
as  they  maintain,  it  will  be  manifest  further  that  He  had  not 
the  name  “  Son”  from  the  first,  if  so  be  it  was  the  prize  of 
works  done  and  of  that  very  same  advance  which  He  made 
when  Fie  became  man,  aud  took  the  form  of  a  servant ;  but 
Phil.  2,  then,  when,  after  becoming  obedient  unto  death,  He  was, 
as  the  text  says,  highly  exalted,  and  received  that  Name  as 
a  grace,  that  at  the  Name  of  Jesus  every  knee  should  bow. 

2.  What  then  was  before  this,  if  then  Fie  was  exalted,  and 
then  began  to  be  worshipped,  and  then  was  called  Son,  when 


5  vid. 
Euseb. 
Nic. 
supr. 
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He  became  man  ?  For  He  seems  Himself  not  to  have  Chap. 

XI. 

promoted1  the  flesh  at  all,  but  rather  to  have  been  Himself 
promoted  through  it,  if,  according  to  their  perverseness,  He  ,*s 
was  then  exalted  and  called  Son,  when  He  became  man.  What 
then  was  before  this  ?  One  musturge  the  question  on  them  again, 
to  make  it  understood  what  their  irreligious  doctrine  results  inb. 

For  if  the  Lord  be  God,  Son,  Word,  yet  was  not  all  these 
before  He  became  man,  either  He  was  something  else  beside 
these,  and  afterwards  became  partaker  of  them  for  His  virtue’s 
sake,  as  we  have  said ;  or  they  must  adopt  the  alternative, 

(may  it  fall  upon  their  heads  !)  that  He  was  not  before  that 
time,  but  is  wholly  man  by  nature,  and  nothing  more.  But 
this  is  no  sentiment  of  the  Church,  but  of  Samosatene  and  of 
the  present  Jews.  Why  then,  if  they  think  as  Jews,  are  they 
not  circumcised  with  them  too,  instead  of  pretending  Christi¬ 
anity,  while  they  are  its  foes?  For  if  He  was  not,  or  was 
indeed,  but  afterwards  was  promoted,  how  were  all  things 
made  by  Him,  or  how  in  Him,  were  He  not  perfect,  did  the 
Father  delight2?  And  He,  on  the  other  hand,  if  now  pro-2 vid. 
moted,  how  did  He  before  rejoice  in  the  presence  of  the^J0'-8 
Father  ?  And,  if  He  received  His  worship  after  dying,  how  is 
Abraham  seen  to  worship  Him  in  the  tent 3,  and  Moses  in  the 3  p.  120 
bush  ?  and,  as  Daniel  saw,  myriads  of  myriads,  and  thousands  note  s‘ 
of  thousands  were  ministei'ing  unto  Him  ?  And  if,  as  they 
say,  He  had  His  promotion  now,  how  did  the  Son  Himself 
make  mention  of  that  His  glory  before  and  above  the  world, 
when  He  said,  Glorify  Thou  Me,  O  Father,  with  the  glory  johni7 
which  I  had  with  Thee  before  the  world  was.  If,  as  they 5' 
say,  He  was  then  exalted,  how  did  He  before  that  bow  the  Ps.  is, 
heavens  and  come  down;  and  again,  the  Highest  gave  His9'  13' 
thunder  ?  Therefore,  if,  even  before  the  world  was  made,  the. 


b  The  Arians  perhaps  more  than 
other  heretics  were  remarkable  for 
bringing  objections  against  the  received 
view,  rather  than  forming  a  consistent 
theory  of  their  own.  Indeed  the  very 
vigour  and  success  of  their  assault  upon 
the  truth  lay  in  its  being  a  mere  assault, 
not  a  positive  and  substantive  teaching. 
They  therefore,  even  more  than  others, 
might  fairly  be  urged  on  to  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  their  positions.  Now  the  text 
in  question,  as  it  must  be  interpreted  if  it 


is  to  serve  as  an  objection,  was  an  objec¬ 
tion  also  to  the  received  doctrine  of  the 
Arians.  They  considered  that  our  Lord 
was  above  and  before  all  creatures  from 
thefirst,and  theirCreator  ;howthen  could 
He  be  exalted  above  all  ?  They  surely, 
as  much  as  Catholics, were  obliged  toex- 
plain  it  of  our  Lord’s  manhood.  They 
could  not  then  use  it  as  a  weapon  against 
the  Church,  until  they  took  the  ground 
of  Paul  of  Samosata. 
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1  Asxm- 
r<rn 


Ps.  81, 
(82,)  1, 
Sept. 
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2  vid. 
infr.  ii. 
§.  62. 


Mat.ll, 
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35. 


3p.  18, 

note  o. 


Son  had  that  glory,  and  was  Lord  of  glory  and  the  Highest, 
and  descended  from  heaven,  and  is  ever  to  be  worshipped,  it 
follows  that  He  had  no  promotion  from  His  descent,  but 
rather  Himself  promoted  the  things  which  needed  promo¬ 
tion  ;  and  if  He  descended  to  effect  their  promotion,  therefore 
He  did  not  receive  in  reward  the  name  of  the  Son  and  God, 
but  rather  He  Himself  has  made  us  sons  of  the  Father,  and 
made  men  gods,  by  becoming  Himself  man. 

3.  Therefore  He  wasnot  man,  and  then  become  God, but  He 
was  God,  and  then  became  man,  and  that  to  make  us  gods1. 
Since,  if  when  He  became  man,  only  then  He  was  called 
Son  and  God,  but  before  He  became  man,  God  called  the 
ancient  people  sons,  and  made  Moses  a  god  of  Pharaoh,  (and 
Scripture  says  of  many,  God  standeth  in  the  congregation, 
of  gods,)  it  is  plain  that  He  is  called  Son  and  God  later  than 
they.  How  then  are  all  things  through  Him,  and  He  before 
all  ?  or  how  is  He  first-born  of  the  whole  creation  2,  if  He  has 
others  before  Him  who  are  called  sons  and  gods  ?  And  how 
is  it  that  those  first  partakers  c  do  not  partake  of  the  Word  ? 
This  opinion  is  not  true ;  it  is  an  evasion  of  our  present 
Judaizers.  For  how  in  that  case  can  any  at  all  know  God  as 
their  Father  ?  for  adoption  there  cannot  be  apart  from  the  real 
Sou,  who  says,  No  one  knoweth  the  Father,  save  the  Son,  and 
he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  will  reveal  Him.  And  how  can  there 
be  deifying  apart  from  the  Word  and  before  Him  ?  yet,  saith 
He  to  their  brethren  the  Jews,  If  He  called  them  gods,  unto 
whom  the  Word  of  God  came.  And  if  all  that  are  called 
sons  and  gods,  whether  in  earth  or  in  heaven,  were  adopted 
and  deified  through  the  Word,  and  the  Son  Himself  is  the 
Word,  it  is  plain  that  through  Him  are  they  all,  and  He 
Himself  before  all,  or  rather  He  Himself  only  is  very  Son3, 
and  He  alone  is  very  God  from  the  very  God,  not  receiving 
these  prerogatives  as  a  reward  for  His  virtue,  nor  being 


c  In  this  passage  Athan.  considers 
that  the  participation  of  the  Word  is 
deification,  as  communion  with  the  Son 
is  adoption  ;  also  that  the  old  Saints,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  they  are  called  “gods”  and 
“  sons,”  did  partake  of  the  Divine  Word 
and  Son,  or  in  other  words  were  gifted 
with  the  Spirit.  He  asserts  the  same 


doctrine  very  strongly  in  Orat.  iv.  §.  22. 
On  the  other  hand,  infr.  47.  he  says 
expressly  that  Christ  received  the  Spirit 
in  Baptism  that  He  might  give  it  to  man . 
There  is  no  real  contradiction  in  such 
statements ;  what  was  given  in  one  way 
under  the  Law,  was  given  in  another 
and  fuller  under  the  Gospel. 
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The  text  itself  entered  into. 

something  else  beside1  them,  but  being  all  these  by  nature  and  Chap. 
according  to  substance.  For  He  is  Offspring  of  the  Father’s  i  XT’  - 
substance,  so  that  one  cannot  doubt  that  after  the  resemblance  ref’  4.  ’ 
of  the  unalterable  Father,  the  Word  also  is  unalterable. 

4.  Hitherto  we  have  met  their  irrational  conceits  with  the  40. 
true  conceptions'1  implied  in  the  Word  “Son,”  as  the  Lord 
Himself  has  given  us.  But  it  will  be  well  next  to  expound 
the  divine  oracles,  that  the  unalterableness  of  the  Son  and 
His  unchangeable  nature,  which  is  the  Father’s2,  as  well  as 
their  perverseness,  may  be  still  more  fully  proved.  The^v<r,t 
Apostle  then,  writing  to  the  Philippians,  says,  Let  this  Phil.  2, 
mind  he  i)i  you,  which  was  also  in  Christ  Jesus;  who,°~ n‘ 
being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be 
equal  with  God;  but  made  Himself  of  no  reputation,  and 
took  upon  Him  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made 
in  the  likeness  of  men.  And,  being  found  in  fashion  as 
a  man.  He  humbled  Himself,  and  became  obedient  to 
death,  even  the  death  of  the  cross.  Wherefore  God  also 
hath  highly  exalted  Him,  and  given  Him  a  Name  which  is 
above  every  name  ;  that  at  the  Name  of  Jesus  every  knee 
should  bow,  of  things  in  heaven,  and  things  in  earth,  and 
things  under  the  earth,  and  that  every  tongue  should  confess 
that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father. 

Can  any  thing  be  plainer  and  more  express  than  this  ?  He 
was  not  from  a  lower  state  promoted  ;  but  rather,  existing  as 
God,  He  took  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  in  taking  it,  did  not 
promote  but  humbled  Himself.  Where  then  is  there  here 
any  reward  of  virtue,  or  what  advancement  and  promotion 
in  such  humiliation  ?  For  if,  being  God,  He  became  man,  and 
descending  from  on  high  He  is  still  said  to  be  exalted,  where 
is  He  exalted,  being  God  ?  this  withal  being  plain,  that, 
since  God  is  highest  of  all,  His  Word  must  necessarily  be 
highest  also.  Where  then  could  He  be  exalted  higher,  who 
is  in  the  Father  and  like  the  Father  in  all  things  1  ?  3  open; 

5.  Therefore  He  is  beyond  the  need  of  any  addition  ;  nor  is 
such  as  the  Arians  think  Him.  For  though  the  Word  didP-116, 
descend  in  order  to  be  exalted,  and  so  it  is  written,  yet  p°2io, 
what  need  was  there  that  He  should  humble  Himself, ref- 3- 

d  ratf  Intlttit  T^i;  rat  Wi-  tom  Si  pti &c.  Basil.  Contr.  Eunom. 

volat  ivntTnaafitti.  ef.  t!i% i  i Tntiet,  rca^a-  i.  6.  init. 
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The  true  ecclesiastical  sense  of  the  text. 

Disc,  as  if  to  seek  that  which  He  had  already  ?  And  what  grace 
( — -f —  did  lie  receive  who  is  the  Giver  of  grace  1  ?  or  how  did  He 
note  q.’  receive  that  Name  for  worship,  who  is  always  worshipped  by 
His  Name?  Nay,  certainly  before  He  became  man,  the 
Ps.64,i.  sacred  writers  invoke  Him,  Save  me,  O  Cod,  for  Thy  Name's 
Ps.20,7 -sake;  and  again,  Some  put  their  trust  in  chariots,  and.  some 
in  horses,  hut  ice  will  remember  the  Name  of  the  Lord  our 
God.  And  while  He  was  worshipped  by  the  Patriarchs,  con- 
Heb.  l,  cerning  the  Angels  it  is  written,  Ixt  all  the  Angels  of  God 
§  41  wor8hip  Him.  And  if,  as  David  says  in  the  71st  Psalm,  His 
Ps.  71,  Name  remainetli  before  the  sun,  and  before  the  moon  from 
5,  Sept?  one  9ener(dion  to  another,  how  did  He  receive  what  He  had 
always,  even  before  He  now  received  it  ?  or  how  is  lie  exalted, 
being  before  His  exaltation,  the  Most  High  ?  or  how  did  He 
receive  the  right  of  being  worshipped,  who  before  He  now 
received  it,  was  ever  worshipped  ? 

John  l,  6.  It  is  not  a  dark  saying  but  a  divine  mystery  c.  In  the 
beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and 
the  Word  was  God  ;  but  for  our  sakes  afterwards  the  Word 
was  made  flesh.  And  the  term  in  question,  highly  exalted, 
does  not  signify  that  the  substance  of  the  Word  was  exalted, 
Phil.  2,  for  He  was  ever  and  is  equal  to  God,  but  the  exaltation  is  of 
the  manhood.  Accordingly  this  is  not  said  before  the  Word 
became  flesh ;  that  it  might  be  plain  that  humbled  and  exalted 
are  spoken  of  His  human  nature;  for  where  there  is  humble 
estate,  there  too  maybe  exaltation;  and  if  because  of  His  taking 
flesh  humbled  is  mitten,  it  is  clear  that  highly  exalted  is  also 
2  Sutfyv-  said  because  of  it.  For  of  this  was  man’s  2  nature  in  want,  because 
5r<1’’  of  the  humble  estate  of  the  flesh  and  of  death.  Since  then 
the  Word,  being  the  Image  of  the  Father  and  immortal,  took 
the  form  of  a  servant,  and  as  man  underwent  for  us  death  in 
His  flesh,  that  thereby  He  might  offer  Himself  for  us  through 
death  to  the  Father;  therefore  also,  as  man,  He  is  said  because 
of  us  and  for  us  to  be  highly  exalted,  that  as  by  Ilis  death 

e  Scripture  is  full  of  mysteries,  but  mannerS.  Ambrosesays,  Mareestserip- 
they  are  mysteries  of  fact, not  of  words,  tura  divina,  habens  in  se  sensus  pro- 
Its  dark  sayings  or  senigmata  are  such,  fundos,  et  altitudinem  propheticorum 
because  in  the  nature  of  things  they  anigmatum,  & c.  Ep.  ii.  3.  What  is 
cannot  be  expressed  clearly.  Hence  commonly  called  “explaining  away’’ 
contrariwise,  Orat.  ii.  $.  77  fin.  he  Scripture,  is  this  transference  of  the 
calls  Prov.  8,  22.  an  enigma,  with  an  obscurity  from  the  subject  to  the  words 
allusion  to  Prov.  1,  6.  Sept.  In  like  used. 


He  is  exalted,  that  is,  in  respect  of  His  manhood.  239 

we  all  died  in  Christ,  so  again  in  the  Christ  Himself  we  Disc. 

might  be  highly  exalted,  being  raised  from  the  dead,  and - - — 

ascending  into  heaven,  whither  the  forerunner  is  for  Heb.  6, 
entered,  not  into  the  figures  of  the  true,  hut  into  heaven 24/  ’ 
itself,  now  to  appear  in  the  presence  of  God  for  us.  But  if 
now  for  us  the  Christ  is  entered  into  heaven  itself,  though 
He  was  even  before  and  always  Lord  and  Framer  of  the 
heavens,  for  us  therefore  is  that  present  exaltation  also  written. 

And  as  He  Himself,  who  sanctifies  all,  says  also  that  He 
sanctifies  Himself  to  the  Father  for  our  sakes,  not  that  the 
Word  may  become  holy,  but  that  He  Himself  may  in  Him¬ 
self  sanctify  all  of  us,  in  like  manner  we  must  take  the 
present  phrase,  He  highly  exalted  Him,  not  that  He  Himself 
should  be  exalted,  for  He  is  the  highest,  but  that  He  may 
become  righteousness  for  usf;  and  we  may  be  exalted  in 
Him,  and  that  we  may  enter  the  gates  of  heaven,  which  He 
has  also  opened  for  us,  the  forerunners  saying,  Lift  up  your  Ps.24,7. 
heads,  O  ye  gates,  and  he  ye  lift  up,  ye  everlasting  doors,  and 
the  King  of  Glory  shall  come  in .  For  here  also  not  on  Him  were 
shut  the  gates,  who  is  Lord  and  Maker  of  all,  but  because 
of  us  is  this  too  written,  to  whom  the  door  of  paradise  was 
shut.  And  therefore  in  a  human  relation,  because  of  the 
flesh  which  He  bore,  it  is  said  of  Him,  Lift  up,  O  ye  gates, 
and  shall  come  in,  as  if  a  man  were  entering ;  but  in  a  divine 
relation  on  the  other  hand  it  is  said  of  Him,  since  the  Word 
was  God.,  that  He  is  the  Lord  and  the  King  of  glory.  Such 
our  exaltation  the  Spirit  foreannounced  in  the  eighty-ninth 
Psalm,  saying,  And  in  Thy  righteousness  shall  they  he  exalted,  Ps.  88, 
for  Thou  art  the  glory  of  their  strength.  And  if  the  Son  be 
Righteousness,  then  He  is  not  exalted  as  being  Himself  in 
need,  but  it  is  we  who  are  exalted  in  that  Righteousness,  vid. 
which  is  He.  g^01-'1’ 

7.  And  so  too  the  words  gave  Him,  are  not  written  for  the  §.  42. 
Word  Himself;  for  even  before  He  became  man,  He  was 

f  When  Scripture  says  that  our  Lord  God  ;  it  is  unmeaning,  and  therefore  is 
was  exalted,  it  means  in  that  sense  in  not  applied  to  Him  in  the  text  in  ques- 
which  He  could  he  exalted;  just  as,  in  tion.  Thus,  e.  g.  S.  Ambrose:  “  Ubi 
saying  that  a  man  walks  or  eats,  we  humiliabus,  ibi  obediens.  Ex  eo  enim 
speak  of  him  not  as  a  spirit,  hut  as  in  nascitur  obedientia,  ex  quo  humilitas, 
that  system  of  things  to  which  the  idea  et  in  eo  dcsinit ,  &c.”  ap.  Dav.  alt. 
of  walking  and  eating  belong.  Exalta-  n.  39. 
tion  is  not  a  word  which  can  belong  to 


*240  Man's  nature  is  exalted  in  the  H  ard  and  worshipped. 

Disc,  worshipped,  as  we  have  said,  by  the  Angels  and  the  whole 
— - —  creation  in  what  is  proper  1  to  the  Father ;  but  because  of  us 
and  for  us  this  too  is  written  of  Him.  For  as  Christ  died 
' a/oruTB  an[]  was  exalted  as  man,  so,  as  man,  is  lie  said  to  take  what, 
as  God,  Pie  ever  had,  that  even  this  so  high  a  grant  of  grace 
might  reach  to  us.  For  the  Word  was  not  impaired  in  re¬ 
ceiving  a  body,  that  He  should  seek  to  receive  a  grace,  but 

2  \6io-  rather  He  deified2  that  which  He  put  on,  nay,  gave  it  graciously 

to  the  race  of  man.  For  as  He  was  ever  worshipped  as  being 
the  Word  and  existing  in  the  form  of  God,  so  being  what  He 
ever  was,  though  become  man  and  called  Jesus,  lie  still  has,  as 
before,  the  whole  creation  under  foot,  and  bending  their 
knees  to  Him  in  this  Name,  and  confessing  that  the  Word’s 
becoming  flesh,  and  undergoing  death  in  flesh,  hath  not 
happened  against  the  glory  of  His  Godhead,  but  to  the  glory 
of  God  the  Father.  For  it  is  the  Father’s  glory  that  man, 
made  and  then  lost,  should  be  found  again ;  and,  when  the 
prey  of  death,  that  He  should  be  made  alive,  and  should 
become  God’s  temple.  For  whereas  the  powers  in  heaven, 
both  Angels  and  Archangels,  were  ever  worshipping  the 
Lord,  as  they  are  now  worshipping  Him  in  the  Name  of 
Jesus,  this  is  our  grace  and  high  exaltation,  that  even  when 
He  became  man,  the  Son  of  God  is  worshipped,  and  the 
heavenly  powers  are  not  startled  at  seeing  all  of  us,  who  are 

3  infr.  §.  of  one  body  with  Him3,  introduced  into  their  realms.  And 
241  P  this  had  not  been,  unless  He  who  existed  in  the  form  of  God 

had  taken  on  Him  a  servant’s  form,  and  had  humbled  Him¬ 
self,  permitting  His  body  to  reach  unto  death. 

§.  43.  8-  Behold  then  what  men  considered  the  foolishness  of  God 

because  of  the  Cross,  has  become  of  all  things  most  honoured. 
For  our  resurrection  is  stored  up  in  it  ;  and  no  longer 
Israel  alone,  but  henceforth  all  the  nations,  as  the  Prophet 
foretold,  leave  their  idols  and  acknowledge  the  true  God,  the 
Father  of  the  Christ.  And  the  delusion  of  demons  is  come 
to  nought,  and  He  only  who  is  really  God  is  worshipped 
in  the  Name  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  For  in  that  the 
Lord,  even  when  come  in  human  body  and  called  Jesus, 
was  worshipped  and  believed  to  be  God’s  Son,  and  that 
*  through  Him  the  Father  was  known,  it  is  plain,  as  has 

§.44,47,  been  said,  that  not  the  Word,  considered  as  the  Word 4, 
48. 


The  Person  of  the  Word  h  urnbled  and  man's  nature  exalted.  24 1 

received  this  so  great  grace,  but  we.  For  because  of  our  Chap. 
relationship  to  His  Body  we  too  have  become  God’s  temple,  — 
and  in  consequence  are  made  God’s  sons,  so  that  even  in  us 
the  Lord  is  now  worshipped,  and  beholders  report,  as  the 
Apostle  says,  that  God  is  in  them  of  a  truth e.  As  also  John 
saith  in  the  Gospel,  As  many  as  received  Him,  to  them  gave  John  l, 
He  power  to  become  children  of  God ;  and  in  his  Epistle  he 
writes,  By  this  we  know  that  He  abideth  in  us  by  His  1 J °hn3, 
Spirit  which  He  hath  given  us.  And  this  too  is  an  evidence 
of  His  goodness  towards  us  that,  while  we  were  exalted 
because  that  the  Highest  Lord  is  in  us,  and  on  our  behalf 
grace  was  given  to  Him,  because  that  the  Lord  who  supplies 
the  grace  has  become  a  man  like  us,  He  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Saviour,  humbled  Himself  in  taking  our  body  of  humiliation, 
and  took  a  servant’s  form,  putting  on  that  flesh  which  was 
enslaved  to  sin\  And  He  indeed  gained  nothing  from  us  for 


£  l irus  i>  by.7,  o  6iit.  1  Cor.  14,  25. 
Athan.  interprets  in  in  not  among;  as 
also  in  1  John  3, 24.  just  afterwards.  Vid. 
i»  i fiti.  Gal.  1,  24.  itris  bpui.  Luke  17, 
21.  in  hyut.  John  1, 14.  on  which 

text  Hooker  says,  “  It  pleased  not  the 
Word  or  Wisdom  of  God  to  take  to  itself 
some  one  person  among  men,  for  then 
should  that  one  have  been  advanced 
which  was  assumed  and  no  more,  but 
Wisdom,  to  the  end  she  might  save 
many,  built  her  house  of  that  Nature 
which  is  common  unto  all ;  she  made 
not  this  or  that  man  her  habitation,  but 
dwelt  in  us.”  Eccl.  Pol.  v.  52.  §.  3. 
S.  Basil  in  his  proof  of  the  divinity  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  has  a  somewhat  similar  pas¬ 
sage  to  the  text,  “  Man  in  common  is 
crowned  with  glory  and  honour,  andglory 
and  honour  and  peace  is  reserved  in  the 
promises  for  every  one  who  doeth  good. 
And  there  is  a  certain  glory  of  Israel 
peculiar,  and  the  Psalmist  speaks  of  a 
glory  of  his  own,  ‘  Awake  up  my  glory 
and  there  is  a  glory  of  the  sun,  and 
according  to  the  Apostle  even  a  minis¬ 
tration  of  condemnation  with  glory.  So 
many  then  being  glorified,  choose  you 
that  the  Spirit  alone  of  all  should  be 
without  glory  ?”  de  Sp.  S.  c.  24. 

h  It  was  usual  to  say  against  the 
Apollinarians,  that,  unless  our  Lord 
took  on  Him  our  nature,  as  it  is,  He 
had  not  purified  and  changed  it,  as  it 
is,  but  another  nature ;  “  The  Lord 
came  not  to  save  Adam  as  free  from 


sin,  that  He  should  become  like  unto 
him  ;  hut  as,  in  the  net  of  sin  and  now 
fallen,  that  God’s  mercy  might  raise  him 
up  with  Christ.”  Leont.contr.N estor.&c. 
ii.  p.  996.  Accordingly  Athan.  says  else¬ 
where,  “Had  not  sinlessness  appeared  in 
the  nat  ure  which  had  sinned,  ho  w  was  sin 
condemned  in  the  flesh  ?  in  Apoll.  ii.  6. 
“  It  was  necessary  for  our  salvation,” 
says  S.  Cyril,  “  that  the  Word  of  God 
should  become  man,  that  human  flesh 
subject  to  corruption  and  sick  with  the 
lust  of  pleasures,  He  might  make 
His  own ;  and,  whereas  He  is  life  and 
lifegiving,  He  might  destroy  the  cor¬ 
ruption,  &c . For  by  this  means, 

might  sin  in  our  flesh  become  dead.” 
Ep.  ad  Success,  i.  p.  138.  And  S.  Leo, 
“Non  alterius  naturae  erat  ejus  caro 
quam  nostra,  nec  alio  illi  quam  caeteris 
hominibus  anima  est  inspirata  princi- 
pio,  quae  excelleret,  non  diversitate 
generis,  sed  sublimitate  virtutis.”  Ep. 
35  fin.  vid.  also  Ep.  28.  3.  Ep.  31.  2. 
Ep.  165.  9.  Serm.  22.  2.  and  25.  5. 
It  may  be  asked  whether  this  doctrine 
does  not  interfere  with  that  of  the  imma¬ 
culate  conception ;  but  that  miracle  was 
wrought  in  order  that  our  Lord  might 
not  be  born  in  original  sin,  and  does  not 
affect,  or  rather  includes,  His  taking 
flesh  of  the  substance  of  the  Virgin,  i.  e. 
of  a  fallen  nature.  If  indeed  sin  were 
of  the  substance  of  our  fallen  nature, 
as  some  heretics  have  said,  then  He 
could  not  have  taken  our  nature  without 
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His  own  promotion  1 :  for  the  Word  of  God  is  without  want 
and  full ;  but  rather  we  were  promoted  from  Him ;  for 
He  is  the  Light ,  which  ligliteneth  every  man  that  cometh 
into  the  world. 

9.  And  in  vain  do  the  Arians  lay  stress  upon  the  conjunc¬ 
tion  wherefore ,  because  Paul  has  said,  Wherefore  hath  God 
highly  exalted  Him.  For  in  saying  this  he  did  not  imply 
any  prize  of  virtue,  nor  the  promotion  from  advance2,  but 
the  cause  why  the  exaltation  was  bestowed  upon  us.  And  what 
is  this  but  that  He  who  existed  in  form  of  God,  the  Son 
of  a  divine3  Father,  humbled  Himself  and  became  a  servant 
instead  of  us  and  in  our  behalf?  For  if  the  Lord  had  not 
become  man,  we  had  not  been  redeemed  from  sins :  not 
raised  from  the  dead,  but  remaining  dead  under  the  earth ; 
not  exalted  into  heaven,  but  lying  in  Hades.  Because 
of  us  then  and  in  our  behalf  are  the  words,  highly  exalted 
and  given. 

10.  This  then  I  consider  the  sense  of  this  passage,  and  that, 
a  very  ecclesiastical  sense4.  However,  there  is  another 
way  in  which  one  might  remark  upon  it,  giving  the  same  sense 
in  a  parallel  way ;  viz.  that,  though  it  does  not  speak  of  the 
exaltation  of  the  Word  Himself,  so  far  as  He  is  Word5,  (for 
He  is,  as  was  just  now  said,  most  high  and  like  His  Father,) 
yet  by  reason  of  His  incarnation  it  alludes  to  His  resurrection 
from  the  dead.  For  after  saying,  He  hath  humbled  Him¬ 
self  even  unto  death ,  He  immediately  added,  Wherefore  He 


partaking  our  sinfulness  ;  but  if  sin  be, 
as  it  is,  a  fault  of  the  will,  then  the 
Divine  Power  of  the  "Word  could 
sanctify  the  human  will,  and  keep  it 
from  swerving  in  the  direction  of  evil. 
Hence  S.  Austin  says,  “  We  say  not 
that  Christ  by  the  felicity  of  a  flesh 
separated  from  sense  could  not  feel  the 
desire  of  siD,  hut  that  by  perfection  of 
virtue ,  and  by  a  flesh  not  begotten 
through  concupiscence  of  the  flesh,  He 
had  not  the  desire  of  sin.”  Op.  Imperf. 
iv.  48.  On  the  other  hand,  S.  Athana¬ 
sius  expressly  callsitManichean  doctrine 
to  consider,  v! i»  ifbint  of  the  flesh  iyag- 
riai.  xa)  ou  rijf  ‘xfufy contr.  Apoll.  i.  12 
fin.  or  Qurixrit  tivai  r! iv  ccyagriar.  ibid.  i. 
14  fin.  His  argument  in  the  next  ch.  is 
on  the  ground  that  all  natures  are  from 
God,  hut  God  made  man  upright  nor 
is  the  author  of  evil ;  (vid.  also  Tit. 


Anton.  20.)  “  not  as  if,”  he  says,  “  the 
devil  wrought  in  man  a  nature,  (God 
forbid  !)  for  of  a  nature  the  devil  cannot 
be  maker  ( 'inyuveyos )  as  is  the  impiety 
of  the  Manichees,  but  he  wrought  a 
bias  of  nature  by  transgression,  and  ‘  so 
death  reigned  over  all  men.’  Where¬ 
fore,  saith  He,  ‘  the  Son  of  God  came 
to  destroy  the  works  of  the  devil 
what  works  ?  that  nature,  which  God 
made  sinless,  and  the  devil  biassed  to 
the  transgression  of  God’s  command 
and  the  finding  out  of  sin  which  is  death, 
did  God  the  Word  raise  again,  so  as  to 
he  secure  from  ihe  devil’s  bias  and  the 
findingoutof  sin.  And  therefore  the  Lord 
said,  ‘  The  prince  of  this  world  cometh 
and  findeth  nothing  in  Me.’  ”  vid.  also 
§.  19.  Ibid.  ii.  6.  he  speaks  of  the  devil 
having  introduced  the  law  of  sin.”  vid. 
also  §.  9. 


viz.  in  the  body,  on  the  Resurrection,  because  He  was  God.  243 

hath  highly  exalted  Him  ;  wishing  to  shew,  that,  although  Chap. 
as  man  He  is  said  to  have  died,  yet,  as  being  Life,  He  was 
exalted  on  the  resurrection;  for  He  who  descended ,  is  the  Eph.  4, 
same  also  who  rose  again.  He  descended  in  body,  and 
rose  again  because  He  was  God  Himself  in  the  body.  And  this  but 
again  is  the  reason  why  according  to  this  meaning  He  brought  ec'r' 
in  the  conjunction  Wherefore;  not  as  a  reward  of  virtue  nor  of 
advancement,  but  to  signify  the  cause  why  the  resurrection  took 
place;  and  why,  while  all  other  men  from  Adam  down  to  this 
time  have  died  and  remained  dead,  He  only  rose  in  integrity 
from  the  dead.  The  cause  is  this,  which  He  Himself  has  already 
taught  us,  that,  being  God,  He  has  become  man.  For  all 
other  men,  being  merely  born  of  Adam,  died,  and  death  reigned 
over  them;  but  He,  the  Second  Man,  is  from  heaven,  for  the  John  1, 
Word  was  made  flesh ,  and  this  Man  is  said  to  be  from 14' 
heaven  and  heavenly',  because  the  Word  descended  from  1  in 
heaven;  wherefore  He  was  not  held  under  death.  For^|oll‘ 
though  He  humbled  Himself,  suffering  His  own  Body  to  reach 
unto  death,  in  that  it  was  capable2  of  death1,  yet  it  was  highly  2  $, *„**•„ 
exalted  from  earth,  because  He  was  God’s  Son  in  a  body. 
Accordingly  what  is  here  said,  Wherefore  God  also  hath  highly 
exalted  Him,  answers  to  St.  Peter’s  words  in  the  Acts,  Whom  Acts  2, 
God  raised  up,  having  loosed  the  bonds  of  death ,  because  it 24' 
was  not  possible  that  He  should  be  holden  of  it.  For  as 
Paul  has  written,  “  Since  being  in  form  of  God  He  became 
man,  and  humbled  Himself  unto  death,  therefore  God  also 
hath  highly  exalted  Him,”  so  also  Peter  says,  “  Since,, 
being  God,  He  became  man,  and  signs  and  wonders  proved 


‘  It  was  a  point  in  controversy  with 
the  extreme  Monophysites,  that  is,  the 
Eutychians,  whether  our  Lord’s  body 
was  naturally  subject  to  death,  the  Ca¬ 
tholics  maintaining  the  affirmative,  as 
Athanasius  here.  Eutyches  asserted 
that  our  Lord  had  not  a  human  nature, 
by  which  he  meant  among  other  things 
that  His  manhood  was  not  subject  to 
the  laws  of  a  body,  but  so  far  as  He 
submitted  to  them,  did  so  by  an  act  of 
will  in  each  particular  case  ;  and  this, 
lest  it  should  seem  that  He  was  moved  by 
the  rcl0ri  against  His  will  ixoualuf ;  and 
consequently  that  His  manhood  was  not 
subject  to  death.  But  the  Catholics 
maintained  that  He  had  voluntarily 


placed  Himself  under  those  laws,  and 
died  naturally ,  vid.  Athan.  eontr.  Apoll. 
i.  17.  and  that  after  the  resurrection 
His  body  became  incorruptible,  not  ac¬ 
cording  to  nature,  but  by  grace,  vid. 
Leont.  de  Sect.  x.  p.  530.  Anast. 
Hodeg.  c.  23.  To  express  their  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  intuit  of  our  Lord’s  man¬ 
hood  the  Eutychians  made  use  of  the 
Catholic  expression  “  ut  voluit.”  vid. 
Athan.  1.  c.  Eutyches  ap.  Leon. 
Ep.  21.  “  quomodo  voluit  et  scit,” 
twice,  vid.  also  Eranist.  i.  p.  11.  ii.  p. 
105.  Leont.  contr.  Nest.  i.  p.  967. 
Pseudo-Athan.  Serm.  adv.  Div.  Hser. 
§.  8.  (t.  2.  p.  570.) 


244  What  belongs  to  the  manhood ,  belongs  to  the  Person  of  the  Word. 

Disc.  Him  to  beholders  to  be  God,  therefore  it  was  not  possible 
— — —  that  He  should  be  holden  of  death.”  To  man  it  was  not 
possible  to  prosper  in  this  matter;  for  death  belongs  to  man; 
wherefore,  the  Word,  being  God,  became  flesh,  that,  being 
put  to  death  in  the  flesh,  He  might  quicken  all  men  by  His 
own  power. 

§.  45.  11.  But  since  He  Himself  is  said  to  be  exalted ,  and  God  gave 

•  ixdr-  Him,  and  the  heretics  think  this  a  defect1  or  affection  in  the 
TdeTph*3  substance k  of  the  Word,  it  becomes  necessary  to  explain  how 
4.  these  words  are  used.  He  is  said  to  be  exalted  from  the 
lower  parts  of  the  earth,  because,  on  the  other  hand,  death  is 
ascribed  to  Him.  Both  events  are  reckoned  His,  since  it 
was  His  Body1,  and  none  other’s,  that  was  exalted  from  the 
dead  and  taken  up  into  heaven.  And  again,  the  Body  being 
His,  and  the  Word  not  being  external  to  it,  it  is  natural  that 
when  the  Body  was  exalted,  He,  as  man,  should,  because  of 
the  body,  be  spoken  of  as  exalted.  If  then  He  did  not  become 
man,  let  this  not  be  said  of  Him ;  but  if  the  Word  became 
flesh,  of  necessity  the  resurrection  and  exaltation,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  man,  must  be  ascribed  to  Him,  that  the  death 
which  is  ascribed  to  Him  may  be  a  redemption  of  the  sins  of 


k  At  first  sight  it  would  seem  as  if 
St.  Athanasius  here  used  tlch  substance 
for  subsistence,  or  person ;  but  this  is 
not  true  except  with  an  explanation. 
Its  direct  meaning  is  here,  as  usual,  sub¬ 
stance,  though  indirectly  to  come  to  im¬ 
ply  subsistence.  He  is  speaking  of 
that  Divine  Essence  which,  though  also 
the  Almighty  Father’s,  is  as  simply 
and  entirely  the  Word’s  as  if  it  were 
only  His.  Nay,  even  when  the  Sub¬ 
stance  of  the  Father  is  spoken  of  in  a 
sort  of  contrast  to  that  of  the  Son,  as  in 
the  phrase  sla’a.  \\  cvrlat,  harsh  as  such 
expressions  are,  it  is  not  accurate  to 
say  that  elclx.  is  used  for  subsistence  or 
person,  or  that  two  clclat  are  spoken  of. 
(vid.supr.p.  155,  note f.)  except,  thatis, 
by  Arians,  as  Eusebius,  supr.  p.  63, 
note  g.  Just  below  we  find  red 
Xcycv,  §.  51  init. 

1  This  was  the  question  which  came 
into  discussion  in  the  Nestorian  contro¬ 
versy,  when,  as  it  was  then  expressed, 
pll  that  took  place  in  respect  to  the 
Eternal  Word  as  man,  belonged  to  His 
Person ,  and  therefore  might  be  predi¬ 
cated  of  Him ;  so  that  it  was  heretical 


not  to  confess  the  Word’s  body,  (or 
the  body  of  God  in  the  Person  of  the 
Word,)  the  Word's  death,  (as  Athan. 
in  the  text,)  the  Word’s  exaltation,  and 
the  Word’s,  or  God’s  Mother,  who  was 
in  consequence  called  (t Itcxk,  which 
was  the  expression  on  which  the  con¬ 
troversy  mainly  turned.  “  The  God¬ 
head,’’ says  Athan. elsewhere,  “  ‘dwelt 
in  the  flesh  bodily ;  which  is  all  one 
with  saying,  that,  being  God,  He  had 
a  proper  body.  Tint,  and  using  this  as  an 
instrument,  ejyarw,  He  became  man, 
for  our  sakes ;  and  because  of  this 
things  proper  to  the  flesh  are  said  to  be 
His,  since  He  was  in  it,  as  hunger, 
thirst,  suffering,  fatigue,  and  the  like, 
of  which  the  flesh  is  capable,  Sixrjxq  ; 
while  the  works  proper  to  the  Word 
Himself,  as  raising  the  dead,  and  restor¬ 
ing  sight  to  the  blind,  and  curing  the 
issue  of  blood,  He  did  Himself  through 
His  body,  &c.’  ”  Orat.  iii.  31.  vid.  the 
whole  passage,  which  is  as  precise  as  if 
it  had  been  written  after  the  Nesto¬ 
rian  and  Eutychian  controversies, 
though  without  the  technical  words 
then  adopted. 


The  Word  gives  as  God  what  He  receives  as  man.  245 

men  and  an  abolition  of  death,  and  that  the  resurrection  and  Chap. 

exaltation  may  for  His  sake  remain  secure  for  us.  In  both - - — 

respects  he  hath  said  of  Him,  God  hath  highly  exalted 
Him,  and  God  hath  given  to  Him  ;  that  herein  moreover  he 
may  shew  that  it  is  not  the  Father  that  hath  become 
flesh,  but  it  is  His  Word,  who  has  become  man,  and  has 
received  after  the  manner  of  men  from  the  Father,  and  is 
exalted  by  Him,  as  has  been  said.  And  it  is  plain,  nor  would 
any  one  dispute  it,  that  what  the  Father  gives,  He  gives 
through  the  Son.  And  it  is  marvellous  and  overwhelming 
verily,  that  the  grace  which  the  Son  gives  from  the  Father, 
that  the  Son  Himself  is  said  to  receive ;  and  the  exaltation, 
wdiich  the  Son  effects  from  the  Father,  with  that,  the  Son  is 
Plimself  exalted.  For  He  who  is  the  Son  of  God,  He  Himself 
became  the  Son  of  Man ;  and,  as  Word,  He  gives  from  the 
Father,  for  all  things  which  the  Father  does  and  gives,  He 
does  and  supplies  through  Him;  and  as  the  Son  of  Man, 

He  Himself  is  said  after  the  manner  of  men  to  receive  what 

I  '  *> 

proceeds  from  Him,  because  His  Body  is  none  other  than  His, 
and  is  a  natural  recipient  of  grace,  as  has  been  said.  For  He  2  ra_ 
received  it  as  far  as  man’s  nature1  was  exalted  ;  which  exalt- 
ation  wras  its  being  deified.  But  such  an  exaltation  the  i,^Ta 
Word  Himself  always  had  according  to  the  Father’s  God-vid-P- 

„  ,  .  ,  TT-  145, note 

head2  and  perfection,  which  was  His.  r. 


CHAP.  XII. 

texts  explained;  secondly,  Psalm  xlv.  7,  8. 


Whether  the  words  “  therefore,”  “  anointed,”  &e.  imply  that  the  Word  has 
been  rewarded.  Argued  against  first  from  the  word  “  fellows”  or  “  par¬ 
takers.”  He  is  anointed  with  the  Spirit  in  His  manhood  to  sanctify 
human  nature.  Therefore  the  Spirit  descended  on  Him  in  Jordan,  when 
in  the  flesh.  And  He  is  said  to  sanctify  Himself  for  us,  and  give  us  the 
glory  He  has  received.  The  word  “  wherefore”  implies  His  divinity. 
“  Thou  hast  loved  righteousness,”  &c.  do  not  imply  trial  or  choice. 

Disc.  1.  Such  an  explanation  of  the  Apostle’s  words,  confutes  the 
%■  irreligious  men;  and  what  the  Psalmist  says  admits  also  the 
'  same  orthodox  sense,  which  they  misinterpret,  but  which  in 
the  Psalmist  is  manifestly  religious.  He  says  then,  Thy 
throne ,  O  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever ;  a  sceptre  of  righteous¬ 
ness  is  the  sceptre  of  Thy  Kingdom.  Thou  hast  loved 
righteousness,  and  hated  iniquity,  therefore  God,  even  Thy 
God,  hath  anointed  Thee  with  the  oil  of  gladness  above  Thy 
fellows.  Behold,  O  ye  Arians,  and  acknowledge  even  hence 
1 1 uiro-  the  truth.  ThePsalmist  speaks  of  all  us  asfellous  or  partakers 1 
x‘vs  of  the  Lord  ;  but  were  He  one  of  things  which  come  out  of 
nothing  and  of  things  generate,  He  Himself  had  been  one 
of  those  who  partake.  But,  since  He  hymned  Him  as  the 
eternal  God,  saying,  Thy  throne,  O  God,  is  for  ever  and 
ever,  and  has  declared  that  all  other  things  partake  of  Him, 
what  conclusion  must  we  draw,  but  that  He  is  distinct  from 
generated  things,  and  He  only  the  Father’s  veritable  Word, 
note^e '  Rac^ancej  and  Wisdom,  which  all  things  generate  partake2, 
being  sanctified  by  Him  in  the  Spirit5?  And  therefore  He  is 
here  “  anointed,”  not  that  He  may  become  God,  for  He  was 


»  It  is  here  said  that  all  things  gene¬ 
rate  partake  the  Son  and  are  sanctified 
bv  the  Spirit.  How  a  y'ntr,ffis  or  adop¬ 
tion  through  the  Son  is  necessary  for 
every  creature  in  order  to  its  consist¬ 
ence,  life,  or  preservation,  has  been  ex¬ 
plained,  supr.  p.32,  note  q.  Sometimes 
the  Son  was  considered  as  the  special 


Principle  of  reason,  as  by  Origen, 
vid.  ap.  Athan.  Serap.  iv.  9.  vid.  him¬ 
self,  de  Incarn.  11.  These  offices  of 
the  Son  and  the  Spirit  are  contrasted 
by  S.  Basil,  in  his  de  Sp.  S.  -ret 
erarrotra.  Xeyer ,  ret  infuovgyeurra  Xeyev , 
re  crigtetit  xm fix.  Sec,  c.  16.  n.  38. 
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so  even  before  ;  nor  that  He  may  become  King,  for  He  had  Chap. 
the  Kingdom  eternally,  existing  as  God’s  Image,  as  the  — — — 
sacred  Oracle  shews ;  but  in  our  behalf  is  this  written,  as 
before.  For  the  Israelitish  kings,  upon  their  being  anointed, 
then  became  kings,  not  being  so  before,  as  David,  as  Ezekias, 
as  Josias,  and  the  rest ;  but  the  Saviour  on  the  contrary, 
being  God,  and  ever  ruling  in  the  Father’s  Kingdom,  and 
being  Himself  the  Dispenser  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  nevertheless 
is  here  said  to  be  anointed,  that,  as  before,  being  said  as 
man  to  be  anointed  with  the  Spirit,  He  might  provide  for  us 
men,  not  only  exaltation  and  resurrection,  but  the  indwelling 
and  intimacy1  of  the  Spirit.  And  signifying  this  the  Lord 1  <”*«<«- 
Himself  hath  said  by  His  own  mouth  in  the  Gospel  accord-™”5 
ing  to  John,  I  have  sent  them  into  the  world,  and  for  their  John 1 7, 
sakes  do  I  sanctify  Myself,  that  they  may  be  sanctified  in 
the  truth2.  In  saying  this  He  has  shewn  that  He  is  not  the  ^id- 
sanctified,  but  the  Sanctifier;  for  He  is  not  sanctified  byxhesaur. 
other,  but  Himself  sanctifies  Himself,  that  we  may  be20'ig». 
sanctified  in  the  truth.  He  who  sanctifies  Himself  is  Lord 
of  sanctification.  How  then  does  this  take  place  ?  What 
does  He  mean  but  this  ?  “  I,  being  the  Father’s  Word,  I 
give  to  Myself,  when  become  man,  the  Spirit;  and  Myself, 
become  man,  do  I  sanctify  in  Him,  that  henceforth  in  Me, 
who  am  Truth,  (for  Thy  Word  is  Truth,)  all  may  be 
sanctified.” 

2.  If  then  for  our  sake  He  sanctifies  Himself,  and  does  §•  47. 
this  when  He  becomes  man,  it  is  very  plain  that  the  Spirit’s 
descent  on  Him  in  Jordan,  was  a  descent  upon  us,  because  of 
His  bearing  our  body.  And  it  did  not  take  place  for  pro¬ 
motion3  to  the  Word,  but  again  for  our  sanctification,  that 3 
we  might  share  His  anointing,  and  of  us  it  might  be  said, 

Know  ye  not  that  ye  are  God's  Temple,  and  the  Spirit  of  iCor.3, 
God  dwelleth  in  you?  For  when  the  Lord,  as  man,  was16' 
washed  in  Jordan,  it  was  we  who  were  washed  in  Him  and 
by  Him4.  And  when  He  received  the  Spirit,  we  it  was  who4  P^ey 
by  Him  were  made  recipients  of  It.  And  moreover  for  thistism,  2d 
reason,  not  as  Aaron  or  David  or  the  rest,  was  He  anointed  with  ^  pp‘ 
oil,  but  in  another  way  above  all  His  fellows,  with  the  oil  of 293. 
gladness;  which  He  Himself  interprets  to  be  the  Spirit,  say¬ 
ing  by  the  Prophet,  The  Spirit  of  the  Lord  is  upon  Me,  jsai.  61, 
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Disc. 

1. 

Acts  10, 
38. 


Johnl6, 
14.  7. 
20,  22. 


1  John 
2,  20. 
Eph.  1, 
13. 


'  p.  240, 
ref.  4. 


because  the  Lord  hath  anointed  Me ;  as  also  the  Apostle 
has  said,  How  God  anointed  Him  with  the  Holy  Ghost. 
When  then  were  these  things  spoken  of  Ilim  but  when 
He  came  in  the  flesh  and  was  baptized  in  Jordan,  and  the 
Spirit  descended  on  Him?  And  indeed  the  Lord  Himself 
said,  The  Spirit  shall  take  of  Mine ;  and  I  will  send  Him; 
and  to  His  disciples,  Receive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost.  And 
notwithstanding,  He  who,  as  the  Word  and  Radiance  of 
the  Father,  gives  to  others,  now  is  said  to  be  sanctified, 
because  now  He  has  become  man,  and  the  Body  that  is 
sanctified  is  His.  From  Him  then  we  have  begun  to  receive 
the  unction  and  the  seal,  John  saying,  And  ye  have  an 
unction  from  the  Holy  One ;  and  the  Apostle,  And  ye  were 
sealed  with  the  Holy  Spirit  of  promise.  Therefore  because 
of  us  and  for  us  are  these  words. 

3.  What  advance  then  of  promotion,  and  reward  of  virtue 
or  generally  of  conduct,  is  proved  from  this  in  our  Lord’s 
instance  ?  For  if  He  was  not  God,  and  then  had  become 
God,  if  not  being  King  He  was  preferred  to  the  Kingdom, 
your  reasoning  would  have  had  some  faint  plausibility. 
But  if  He  is  God  and  the  throne  of  His  kingdom  is  ever¬ 
lasting,  in  what  way  could  God  advance  ?  or  what  was  there 
wanting  to  Him  who  was  sitting  on  His  Father's  throne  ? 
And  if,  as  the  Lord  Himself  has  said,  the  Spirit  is  His,  and 
takes  of  His,  and  He  sends  It,  it  is  not  the  Word,  considered 
as  the  Word  1  and  Wisdom,  who  is  anointed  with  the  Spirit 
which  He  Himself  gives,  but  the  flesh  assumed  by  Him 
which  is  anointed  in  Him  and  by  Himb;  that  the  sanctifi- 


h  Elsewhere  Athan.  says  that  oar 
Lord’s  Godhead  was  the  immediate 
anointing  or  chrism  of  the  manhood  He 
assumed.  “  God  needed  not  the  anoint¬ 
ing,  nor  was  the  anointing  made  without 
God ;  but  God  both  applied  it,  and  also 
received  it  in  that  body  which  was 
capable  of  it.”  in  Apollin.  ii.  3.  and  ri 
X'fTtfffjt.a.  ty&i  o  Xtyaf,  ro  Si  urr 

ifiov  o  ccvPaaTcs .  Orat.  iv.  §.  36.  vid. 
Origen.  Feriareh.  ii.  6.  n.  4.  And  S. 
Greg.  Naz.  still  more  expressly,  and 
from  the  same  text  as  Athan.  “  The 
Father  anointed  Him  ‘  with  the  oil  of 
gladness  above  His  fellows,’  anointing 
the  manhood  with  the  Godhead.”  Orat. 
x.  fin.  Again,  “  This  [the  Godhead] 
is  the  anointing  of  the  manhood,  not 


sanctifying  by  an  energy  as  the  other 
Christs  [anointed]  but  by  a  presence 
of  Him  whole  who  anointed,  Sktv  rev 
Xl'itrrn  ;  whence  it  came  to  pass  that 
what  anointed  was  called  man  and  what 
was  anointed  was  made  God.”  Orat.  30. 
20.  “  He  Himself  anointed  Himself; 
anointing  as  God  the  body  with  His  God¬ 
head,  and  anointed  as  man.”  Damasc. 
F.  O.  iii.  3.  Dei  Filius,  sicut  pluvia  in 
vellus,  toto  divinitatis  unguento  nostram 
se  fudit  in  carnem.  Chrysolog.  Serm.  60. 
It  is  more  common,  however,  to  con¬ 
sider  that  the  anointing  was  the  descent 
of  the  Spirit,  as  Athan.  says  at  the 
beginning  of  this  section,  according  to 
Luke  iv.  18.  Acts  x.  38. 
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cation  coming  to  the  Lord  as  man,  may  come  to  all  men  Chap. 
from  Him.  For  not  of  Itself,  saith  He,  doth  the  Spirit  — — - 
speak,  but  the  Word  is  He  who  gives  It  to  the  worthy.  For 
this  is  like  the  passage  considered  above  ;  for  as  the  Apostle 
has  written,  Who  existing  in  form  of  God  thought  it  not 
robbery  to  be  equal  with  God,  but  humbled  Himself,  and 
took  a  servant's  form,  so  David  celebrates  the  Lord,  as  the 
everlasting  God  and  King,  but  sent  to  us  and  assuming  our 
body  which  is  mortal.  For  this  is  his  meaning  in  the 
Psalm,  All  Thy  garments '  smell  of  myrrh,  aloes ,  and  cassia;  Ps.  45, 
and  it  is  represented  by  Nicodemus  and  by  Mary’s  company,  9' 
when  he  came  bringing  a  mixture  of  myrrh  and  aloes,  about  Johni9, 
an  hundred  pounds  weight ;  and  they  the  spices  which  they  £^24 
had  prepared  for  the  burial  of  the  Lord’s  body.  !• 

4.  What  advancement1  then  was  it  to  the  Immortal  to  have  §.  48. 
assumed  the  mortal?  or  what  promotion  is  it  to  the  Ever- 1 
lasting  to  have  put  on  the  temporal  ?  what  reward  can  be 
great  to  the  Everlasting  God  and  King  in  the  bosom  of  the 
Father  ?  See  ye  not,  that  this  too  was  done  and  written 
because  of  us  and  for  us,  that  us  who  are  mortal  and  tem¬ 
poral,  the  Lord,  become  man,  might  make  immortal,  and 
bring  into  the  everlasting  kingdom  of  heaven  ?  Blush  ye 
not,  speaking  lies  against  the  divine  oracles  ?  For  when  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  had  been  among  us,  we  indeed  were  pro¬ 
moted,  as  rescued  from  sin;  but  He  is  the  same*:  nor  did2  P-  23> 

note  ft, 

He  alter,  when  He  became  man,  (to  repeat  what  I  havejnfra, 
said,)  but,  as  has  been  written,  The  Word  of  God  abideth  for  • 
ever.  Surely  as,  before  His  becoming  man,  lie,  the  Word,  8.  xiyf 
dispensed  to  the  saints  the  Spirit  as  His  own3,  so  also  when  ^»ut  *n,Mt 
made  man,  He  sanctifies  all  by  the  Spirit  and  says  to  His 3  p-236, 
Disciples,  Receive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost.  And  He  gave  ton°ec’ 
Moses  and  the  other  seventy ;  and  through  Him  David 
prayed  to  the  Father,  saying,  Take  not.  Thy  Holy  Spirit  P»-  51, 
from  me.  On  the  other  hand,  when  made  man,  He  said,  Jolinl5 
/  will  send  to  you  the  Paraclete,  the  Spirit  of  truth;  and26- 
He  sent  Him,  He,  the  Word  of  God,  as  being  faithful. 

e  Our  Lord’s  manhood  is  spoken  of  the  high  priest’s  garment,  but  remain- 
as  a  garment;  more  distinctly  after-  ing  the  same,  was  but  clothed  &e.  Orat. 
wards,  “  As  Aaron  was  himself,  and  ii.  8.  On  the  Apollinarian  abuse  of 
did  not  change  on  putting  round  him  the  idea,  vid.  note  in  loc. 
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Disc.  5.  Therefore  Jesus  Christ  is  the  same  yesterday ,  to-day , 

- : —  and  for  ever,  remaining  unalterable,  and  at  once  gives  and 

Heb.  13,  receives,  giving  as  God’s  Word,  receiving  as  man.  It  is  not 
the  Word  then,  viewed  as  the  Word,  that  is  promoted  ;  for 
He  had  all  things  and  has  them  always;  but  men, who  have  in 
Him  and  through  Him  their  origin d  of  receiving  them.  For, 
when  He  is  now  said  to  be  anointed  in  a  human  respect,  we 
it  is  who  in  Him  are  anointed ;  since  also,  when  He  is  bap¬ 
tized,  we  it  is  who  in  Him  are  baptized.  But  on  all  these 
things  the  Saviour  throws  much  light,  when  He  says  to  the 
John  17,  Father,  And  the  glory  which  Thou  gavest  Me,  I  have  given 
to  them,  that  they  may  be  one,  even  as  We  are  one.  Because 
of  us  then  He  asked  for  glory,  and  the  words  occur,  took 
and  gave  and  highly  exalted,  that  we  might  take,  and  to  us 
^Cyril.  might  be  given,  and  we  might  be  exalted,  in  Him  ;  as  also  for 

20.  p.  ns  He  sanctifies  Himself,  that  we  might  be  sanctified  in  Him  *. 

197. 


d  The  word  origin,  implies  the 

doctrine,  more  fully  brought  out  in  other 
passages  of  the  Fathers,  that  our  Lord 
has  deigned  to  become  an  instrumental 
cause,  as  it  maybe  called, of  thelife  of  each 
individual  Christian.  For  at  first  sight  it 
may  be  objected  to  the  whole  course  of 
Athan.’s  argument  thus  ; — "What  con¬ 
nection  is  there  between  the  sanctifica¬ 
tion  of  Christ’s  manhood  and  ours  ?  how 
does  it  prove  that  human  nature  is  sancti¬ 
fied  because  a  particular  specimen  of  it 
wassanctifiedinHimPS. Chrysostom  ex¬ 
plains;  “  He  ishorn  of  our  substance :  you 
will  say,  ‘  This  does  not  pertain  to  all 
yea,  to  all.  He  mingles  (arafily»unt) 
Himself  with  the  faithful  individually, 
through  the  mysteries,  and  whom  He 
has  begotten  those  He  nurses  from 
Himself,  not  puts  them  out  to  other 
hands,” &c.  Horn.  82.  in  Matt.  5.  And 
just  before,  “  It  sufficed  not  for  Him 
to  be  made  man,  to  be  scourged,  to  be 
sacrificed ;  but  He  assimilates  us  to 
Him  (ittiipvgti  lavriv  rifiT>)  nor  merely  by 
faith,  but  really,  has  He  made  us  His 
body.”  Again,  “  That  we  are  com¬ 
mingled  (ivaKigcarfufiiti)  into  that  flesh, 
not  merely  through  love,  but  really,  is 
brought  about  by  means  ofthat  food  which 
He  has  bestowed  upon  us.”  Horn.  46.  in 
Joann. 3.  And  so  S.  Cyril  writes  against 
Jvestorius  :  “  Since  we  have  proved 
that  Christ  is  the  Vine,  and  we 
branches  as  adhering  to  a  commu¬ 
nion  with  Him,  not  spiritual  merely  but 
bodily,  why  clamours  he  against  us  thus 


bootlessly,  saying  that,  since  we  adhere 
to  Him,  not  in  a  bodily  way,  but  rather 
by  faith  and  the  affection  of  love  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Law,  therefore  He  has  called, 
not  Hisown  flesh  thevine,butratherthe 
Godhead?”  in  Joann.  10. p.863, 4.  And 
Nyssen :  “  As  they  who  have  taken  poi¬ 
son,  destroyits  deadlypowerbysome  other 
preparation. . .  .so  when  we  have  tasted 
what  destroys  our  nature,  we  have  need 
of  that  instead  which  restores  what  was 
destroyed. . .  .But  what  is  this?  nothing 
else  than  that  Body  which  has  been 
proved  to  be  mightier  than  death,  and 
was  the  beginning,  xxrxgaTo,  of  our  life. 
For  a  little  leaven,”  &c.  Orat.  Catech. 
37.  Decocta  quasi  per  ollam  carnis  nos- 
tr®  cruditate,  sanctificavit  in  ®ternum 
nobis  cibum  carnemsuam. Paulin. Ep. 23. 
Of  course  in  such  statements  nothing 
material  is  implied  ;  or,  as  Hooker  says, 
“  The  mixture  of  His  bodily  substance 
with  ours  is  a  thing  which  the  ancient 
Fathers  disclaim.  Yet  the  mixture  of 
His  flesh  with  ours  they  speak  of,  to 
signify  what  our  very  bodies  through 
mystical  conjunction  receive  from  that 
vital  efficacy  which  we  know  to  be  in 
His,  and  from  bodily  mixtures  they  bor¬ 
row  divers  similitudes  rather  to  declare 
the  truth  than  the  manner  of  coherence 
between  His  sacred  and  the  sanctified 
bodies  of  saints.”  Eccl.  Pol.  v.56.  §.  10. 
But  without  some  explanation  of  this 
nature,  language  such  as  S.  Athana¬ 
sius's  in  the  text  seems  a  mere  matter 
of  words,  vid.  infr.  §.  50  fin. 
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6.  But  if  they  take  advantage  of  the  word  wherefore,  as  Chap. 

connected  with  the  passage  in  the  Psalm,  Wherefore  God, - — 

even  Thy  God,  hath  anointed  Thee,  for  their  own  purposes, 
let  these  novices  in  Scripture  and  masters  in  irreligion 
know,  that,  as  before,  the  word  wherefore  does  not  imply 
reward  of  virtue  or  conduct  in  the  Word,  but  the  reason  why 
He  came  down  to  us,  and  of  the  Spirit’s  anointing  which 
took  place  in  Him  for  our  sakes.  For  he  says  not,  “  Where¬ 
fore  He  anointed  Thee  in  order  to  Thy  being  God  or  King 
or  Son  or  Word  for  so  He  was  before  and  is  for  ever,  as 
has  been  shewn  ;  but  rather,  “  Since  Thou  art  God  and 
King,  therefore  Thou  wast  anointed,  since  none  but  Thou 
couldest  unite  man  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  Thou  the  Image 
of  the  Father,  in  which1  we  were  made  in  the  beginning p.  254, 
for  Thine  is  even  the  Spirit.”  For  the  nature  of  things notel* 
generate  could  give  no  warranty  for  this,  Angels  having 
transgressed,  and  men  disobeyed'.  Wherefore  there  was  need 
of  God ;  and  the  Word  is  God  ;  that  those  who  had  become 
under  a  curse,  He  Himself  might  set  free.  If  then  He  was 
of  nothing,  He  would  not  have  been  the  Christ  or  Anointed, 
being  one  among  others  and  having  fellowship  as  the  rest2. 2  p- 15, 
But,  whereas  He  is  God,  as  being  Son  of  God,  and  is  ever-notee” 
lasting  King,  and  exists  as  Radiance  and  Expression  of  the  Heb.  1, 
Father,  wherefore  fitly  is  He  the  expected  Christ,  whom  the3. 
Father  announces  to  mankind,  by  revelation  to  His  holy 
Prophets  ;  that  as  through  Him  we  have  come  to  be,  so  also 
in  Him  all  men  might  be  redeemed  from  their  sins,  and  by 
Him  all  things  might  be  ruled f.  And  this  is  the  cause  of 


e  uyyi\a>*  fill  TagafiizvTuv  urfyurratv 
Si  xacxKoutrizvTuv.  vid.  infr.  §.  51  init. 
And  so  ad  Afr.  7.  iyyiXut  fin  ira- 
titrut,  rtu  Si  ’ASa/i  mgaKtuiravTiii , 
where  the  inference  is  added  more 
distinctly,  “  and  all  creatures  need¬ 
ing  the  grace  of  the  Word,”  who  is 
argtVTOt ,  whereas  rourra  <ra  ytvtjra. 
vid.  supr.  p.  32,  note  q.  vid.  infr. 
Orat.  ii.  iii.  Cyril,  in  Joann,  lib.  v.  2. 
On  the  subject  of  the  sins  of  Angels, 
vid.  Huet.  Origen.  ii.  5.  §.  16.  Petav. 
Dogm.  t.  3.  p.  87.  Dissert.  Bened.  in 
Cyril.  Hier.  iii.  5.  Natal.  Alex.  Hist. 
JEt.  i.  Diss.  7. 

1  The  word  tc/ierefore  is  here  dec  lared 
to  denote  the  fitness  why  the  Son  of  God 


should  become  the  Son  of  man.  His 
Throne,  as  God,  is  for  ever;  He  has 
loved  righteousness ;  therefore  He  is 
equal  to  the  anointing  of  the  Spirit,  as 
man.  And  so  S.  Cyril  on  the  same 
text,  as  in  1.  c.  in  the  foregoing  note. 
“  In  this  ineffable  unity  of  the  Trinity, 
whose  words  and  judgments  are  common 
in  all,  the  Person  of  the  Son  has  fitly 
undertaken  to  repair  the  race  of  man, 
that,  since  He  it  is  by  whom  all  things 
were  made,  and  without  whom  nothing 
is  made,  and  wdio  breathed  the  truth  of 
rational  life  into  men  fashioned  of  the 
dust  of  the  earth,  so  He  too  should  re¬ 
store  to  its  lost  dignity  our  nature  thus 
fallen  from  the  citadel  of  eternity,  and 


252  The  Word  (/ate  His  Jlcsli  the  Spirit,  and  it  did  miracles. 

Disc,  the  anointing  which  took  place  in  Him,  and  of  the  incarnate 
_ presence  of  the  Word  * ;  which  the  Psalmist  foreseeing,  cele¬ 
brates,  first  Ilis  Godhead  and  kingdom,  which  is  the  Father’s, 
Ps.45,5.  in  these  tones,  Thy  throne,  O  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever ;  a 
sceptre  of  righteousness  is  the  sceptre  of  Thy  Kingdom;  then, 
v.  8.  announces  His  descent  to  us  thus,  Wherefore  God,  even  thy 
God,  hath  anointed  Thee  with  the  oil  of  gladness  above  Thy 
fellows. 

§.  50.  7.  What  is  there  to  wonder  at,  what  to  disbelieve,  if  the 

Lord  who  gives  the  Spirit,  is  here  said  Himself  to  be  anointed 
with  the  Spirit,  at  a  time  when,  necessity  requiring  it,  He  did 
not  refuse  in  respect  of  His  manhood  to  call  Himself  inferior 
to  the  Spirit  ?  For  the  Jews  saying  that  He  cast  out  devils  in 
Beelzebub,  He  answered  and  said  to  them,  for  the  exposure 
Mat.  12,  of  their  blasphemy,  But  if  I  through  the  Spirit  of  God  cast 
out  devils.  Behold,  the  Giver  of  the  Spirit  here  says  that 
He  casts  out  devils  in  the  Spirit ;  but  this  is  not  said,  except 
because  of  His  flesh.  For  since  man’s  nature  is  not  equal  of 
itself  to  casting  out  devils,  but  only  in  power  of  the  Spirit, 
therefore  as  man  He  said,  But  if  I  through  the  Spirit  of 
God  cast  out  devils.  Of  course  too  He  signified  that  the  blas¬ 
phemy  offered  to  the  Holy  Ghost  is  greater  than  that  against 
ib.  v.  32.  His  humanity,  when  He  said,  Whosoever  shall  speak  a  icord 
against  the  Son  of  man,  it  shall  be  forgiven  him  ;  such  as 
Mat.  13, were  those  who  said,  Is  not  this  the  carpenter's  son?  but 
they  who  blaspheme  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  ascribe 
the  deeds  of  the  Word  to  the  devil,  shall  have  inevitable 
punishment h.  This  is  what  the  Lord  spoke  to  the  Jews,  as 


should  be  the  reformer  of  that  of  which 
He  had  been  the  mater.”  Leon.  Ep.  64. 
2.  vid.  Athan.  de  Incarn.  7.  fin.  10. 
In  Illudomn.  2.  Cyril,  in  Gen.  i.  p.  13. 

£  t  vtrtzoxts  crccgouncc.  This  phrase 
which  has  occurred  above,  §.  8.  p.  190, 
is  very  frequent  with  Athan.  vid.  infr. 
§.  53,  59,  62  fin.  ii.  6,  10,  55,  66  twice, 
72  fin.  iii.  28,  35.  Incarn.  20.  Sent.  D. 
9.  Ep.  iEg.  4.  Serap.  i.  3,  9.  vid.  also 
Cyril.  Catech.  iii.  11.  xii.  15.  xiv.  27, 
30.  Epiph.  Haer.  77.  17.  The  Euty- 
chians  avail  themselves  of  it  at  the 
Council  of  Constantinople,  vid.  Hard. 
Cone.  t.  2.  pp.  164,  236. 

h  He  enters  into  the  explanation  of 
this  text  at  some  length  in  Serap.  iv. 


8.  &c.  Origen,  he  says,  and  Theo- 
gnostus  understand  the  sin  against  the 
Holy  Ghost  tobe  apostasy  from  the  grace 
of  Baptism,  referring  to  Heb.  vi.  4.  So 
far  the  two  agree  ;  but  Origen  went  on 
to  say,  that  the  proper  power  or  virtue 
of  the  Son  extends  over  rational  natures 
alone,  e.  g.  heathens,  but  that  of  the 
Spirit  only  over  Christians  ;  those  then 
who  sin  against  the  Son  or  their  rea¬ 
son,  have  a  remedy  in  Christianity  and 
its  baptism ,  but  nothing  rem  ains  for  those 
who  sin  against  the  Spirit.  But  Theo- 
gnostus,  referring  to  the  text,  “  I  have 
many  things  to  say  but  ye  cannot  bear 
them  now ;  howbeit  when  He,  the 
Spirit  of  Truth,''  &c.  argued  that  to  sin 
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Men  receive  the  Spirit  through  His  jiesh . 

man  ;  but  to  the  disciples  shewing  His  Godhead  and  His  Chap. 
majesty,  and  intimating  that  He  was  not  inferior  but  equal  ----- 
to  the  Spirit,  He  gave  the  Spirit  and  said,  Receive  ye  Me  John20, 
Holy  Ghost,  and  I  send  Him,  and  He  shall  glorify  Me,  and  jg'  13 
Whatsoever  He  heareth,  that  He  shall  speak.  As  then  in  this 14- 
place  the  Lord  Himself,  the  Giver  of  the  Spirit,  does  not 
refuse  to  say  that  through  the  Spirit  He  casts  out  devils,  as 
man ;  in  like  manner  He  the  same,  the  Giver  of  the  Spirit, 
refused  not  to  say,  The  Spirit  of  the  Lord  is  upon  Me,  Is.6i,i. 
because  He  hath  anointed  Me,  in  respect  of  His  having 
become  flesh,  as  John  hath  said ;  that  it  might  be  shewn  in 
both  these  particulars,  that  we  are  they  who  need  the  Spirit’s 
grace  in  our  sanctification,  and  again  who  are  unable  to  cast 
out  devils  without  the  Spirit’s  power.  Through  whom  then 
and  from  whom  behoved  it  that  the  Spirit  should  be  given 
but  through  the  Son,  whose  also  the  Spirit  is  ?  and  when 
were  we  enabled  to  receive  It,  except  when  the  Word 
became  man  ?  and,  as  the  passage  of  the  Apostle  shews,  that 
we  had  not  been  redeemed  and  highly  exalted,  had  not  He 
who  exists  in  form  of  God  taken  a  servant’s  form,  so  David 
also  shews,  that  no  otherwise  should  we  have  partaken  the 
Spirit  and  been  sanctified,  but  that  the  Giver  of  the  Spirit,  the 
Word  Himself,  had  spoken  of  Himself  as  anointed  with  the 
Spirit  for  us.  And  therefore  have  we  securely  received  it. 

He  being  said  to  be  anointed  in  the  flesh  ;  for  the  flesh 
being  first  sanctified  in  Him1,  and  He  being  said,  as  man,  lp- 250, 
to  have  received  for  its  sake,  we  have  the  sequel  of  the  note 
Spirit’s  grace,  receiving  out  of  His  fulness.  ^ghn  lj 

8.  Nor  do  the  words,  Thou  hast  loved  righteousness  and  51. 
hated  iniquity,  which  are  added  in  the  Psalm,  shew,  as 
again  you  suppose,  that  the  Nature  of  the  Word  is  alterable, 
but  rather  by  their  very  force  signify  His  unalterableness. 

For  since  of  things  generate  the  nature  is  alterable,  and  the 
one  portion  had  transgressed  and  the  other  disobeyed,  as  has 
been  said,  and  it  is  not  certain  how  they  will  act,  but  it  often 
happens  that  he  who  is  now  good  afterwards  alters  and 
becomes  different,  so  that  one  who  was  but  now  righteous, 

against  the  Son  was  to  sin  against  the  same  interpretation  as  here  in  the 
inferior  light,  but  against  the  Spirit  text,  as  a  passage  of  great  force  and 
was  to  reject  the  full  truth  of  the  beauty. 
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Disc,  soon  is  found  unrighteous,  wherefore  there  was  here  also 
- - —  need  of  one  unalterable,  that  men  might  have  the  immuta¬ 
bility  of  the  righteousness  of  the  Word  as  an  image  and  type 
for  virtue1.  And  this  thought  commends  itself  strongly  to  the 
right-minded.  For  since  the  first  man  Adam  altered,  and 
through  sin  death  came  into  the  world,  therefore  it  became 
the  second  Adam  to  be  unalterable ;  that,  should  the  Serpent 
again  assault,  even  the  Serpent’s  deceit  might  be  baffled,  and, 
the  Lord  being  unalterable  and  unchangeable,  the  Serpent  might 
become  powerless  in  his  assaults  against  all.  For  as  when 
Adam  had  transgressed,  his  sin  reached  unto  all  men, 
so,  when  the  Lord  had  become  man  and  had  overthrown  the 
Serpent,  that  so  great  strength  of  His  is  to  extend  through  all 
2  Cor.  men,  so  that  each  of  us  may  say,  For  we  are  not  ignorant  of  his 
2’  n'  devices.  Good  reason  then  that  the  Lord,  who  ever  is  in 
nature  unalterable,  loving  righteousness  and  hating  iniquity, 
should  be  anointed  and  Himself  sent  on  mission,  that,  He, 

1  p.  249,  being  and  remaining  the  same1,  by  taking  this  alterable 
Rom." 8,  flesh,  might  condemn  sin  in  it,  and  might  secure  its  free- 
3-  ^  dom,  and  its  ability11  henceforth  to  fulfil  the  righteousness  of 

v!  9.  the  law  in  itself,  so  as  to  be  able  to  say,  But  we  are  not  in 

the  flesh  but  in  the  Spirit,  if  so  be  that  the  Spirit  of  God 
dwelletli  in  us. 

§.  52.  9.  Vainly  then,  here  again,  O  Arians,  have  ye  made  this  con¬ 

jecture,  and  vainly  alleged  the  words  of  Scripture;  for  God’s 
Word  is  unalterable,  and  is  ever  in  one  state,  not  as 
it  may  happen1,  but  as  the  Father  is  ;  since  how  is  He  like 


*  Vid.  Athan.  de  Incarn.  13.  14. 
vid.  also  Gent.  41  fin.  and  supr.  p.  29, 
note  k.  Cum  justitia nulla esset in  terra, 
doctorem  misit,  quasi  vivam  legem.  Lac- 
tant.  Instit. iv.  25.  “The  Only-begotten 
was  made  man  like  us,. . .  .as  if  lending 
us  His  own  stedfastness.”  Cyril,  in 
Joann,  lib.  v.  2.  p.  473.  vid.  also  The- 
saur.  20. p.  198.  August,  de  Corr. et  Grat. 
10 — 12.Damasc.  F.  0.  iv.  4.  But  the 
words  of  Athan.  embrace  too  many  sub¬ 
jects  to  illustrate  distinctly  in  a  note. 

k  “  Without  His  sojourning  here  at 
all,  God  was  able  to  speak  the  Word  only 
and  undo  the  curse.... but  then  the 
power  indeed  of  Him  who  gave  command 
had  been  shewn,  but  man  had  been  but 
such  as  Adam  before  the  fall,  receiving 
grace  from  without,  not  having  it 
united  to  the  body. ..  .Then,  had  he 


been  again  seduced  by  the  serpent,  a 
second  need  had  arisen  of  God's  com¬ 
manding  and  undoing  the  curse;  and 
this  had  gone  on  without  limit,  and  men 
had  remained  under  guilt  just  as  before, 
being  in  slavery  to  sin ;  and  ever  sin¬ 
ning,  they  had  ever  needed  pardon, 
and  never  been  made  free,  being  in 
themselves  carnal,  and  ever  defeated 
by  the  Law  by  reason  of  the  infirmity 
of  the  flesh.”  Orat.  ii.  68.  And  so 
in  Incarn.  7 •  he  says  that  repentance 
might  have  been  pertinent,  had  man 
merely  offended,  without  corruption  fol¬ 
lowing  ;  but  that  that  corruption  in¬ 
volved  the  necessity  of  the  "VN  ord’s  vi¬ 
carious  sufferings  and  intercessory  of¬ 
fice. 

1  ir/.u;.  ouk  ivkas  u^irfn.  a}./.' 

axgt/iui  \\nrirtn-  Socr.  i.  9.  p.  31. 


Loving  right  and  hating  wrong  implies  not  choice  or  trial.  *255 

the  Father,  unless  He  be  thus  ?  or  how  is  all  that  is  the  Chap. 

Father’s,  the  Son’s  also,  if  Pie  has  not  the  unalterableness  _ _ l_ 

and  unchangeableness  of  the  Father  1  ?  Not  as  being  subject  17,10. 
to  laws'",  and  as  influenced  this  way  and  that,  does  He  love  this  1  P*  ?31> 

•  rei. 

and  hate  that,  lest,  if  from  fear  of  forfeiture  He  chooses  the 
opposite,  we  admit  in  another  way  that  He  is  alterable  ;  but, 
as  being  God  and  the  Father’s  Word,  He  is  a  just  judge  and 
lover  of  virtue,  or  rather  its  dispenser.  Therefore  being  just 
and  holy  by  nature,  on  this  account  He  is  said  to  love 
righteousness  and  to  hate  iniquity ;  as  much  as  to  say,  that 
He  loves  and  tabes  to  Him  the  virtuous,  and  rejects  and 
hates  the  unrighteous.  And  divine  Scripture  says  the  same 
of  the  Father;  The  Righteous  Lord  loveth  righteousness :  Ps.11,8. 
Thou  hatest  all  them  that  work  iniquity;  and,  The  Lord  loveth  s7 
the  gates  of  Sion,  more  than  all  the  dwellings  of  Jacob ;  and, 

Jacob  have  I  loved,  but  Esau  have  1  hated;  and  in  Esaias, Mal-  L 

7  .  .  2.  3. 

there  is  the  voice  of  God  again  saying,  I  the  Lord  love  is.6i,8. 

righteousness,  and  hate  robbery  of  unrighteousness.  Let 
them  then  expound  those  former  words  as  these  latter ;  for 
the  former  also  are  written  of  the  Image  of  God  :  else,  misinter¬ 
preting  these  as  those,  they  will  conceive  that  the  Father  too 
as  alterable.  But,  since  the  very  hearing  others  say  this 
is  not  without  peril,  we  do  well  to  think  that  God  is  said  to 
love  righteousness  and  to  hate  robbery  of  unrighteousness,  not 
as  if  influenced  this  way  and  that,  and  capable  of  the  contrary, 
selecting  one  thing  and  not  choosing  another,  for  this  belongs 
to  things  generated,  but  that,  as  a  judge,  He  loves  and 
takes  to  Him  the  righteous  and  withdraws  from  the  bad. 

It  follows  then  to  think  the  same  concerning  the  Image  of 
God  also,  that  He  loves  and  hates  no  otherwise  than  thus. 

For  such  must  be  the  nature  of  the  Image  as  is  Its  Father, 
though  the  Arians  in  their  blindness  fail  to  see  either  that 
Image  or  any  other  truth  of  the  divine  oracles.  For  being 
forced  from  the  conceptions  or  rather  misconceptions”  of  their 
own  hearts,  they  fall  back  upon  passages  of  divine  Scripture, 
and  here  too  from  want  of  understanding,  according  to  their 

m  Eunomius  said  that  our  Lord  was  but  were  in  bondage  under  the  decrees 
utterly  separate  from  the  Father,  “  by  of  necessity.”  contr.  Eunora.  ii.  30. 
natural  law,”  liftof  Qvtriws ;  S.  Basil  ob-  n  in oiat  paXXov  3s  wugutoiun.  vid.  p. 
serves,  “  as  if  the  God  of  all  had  237,  note  d.  And  so  xar  irhuxt,  aX- 
not  power  over  Himself,  laurou  kuqios.  Xu  fitaXXcv  lari*  awntotu.  Orat.  ii.  §.  38. 


Disc. 

I. 


Mat.  22 
29. 


v.  21. 


25 G  The  Arians  rented,  not  on  Scripture,  but  on  a  priori  notions. 

wont,  they  discern  not  their  meaning ;  but  laying  down  their 
own  irreligion  as  a  sort  of  canon  of  inteqiretation0,  they  wrest 
the  whole  of  the  divine  oracles  into  accordance  with  it.  And  so 
on  the  bare  mention  of  such  doctrine,  they  deserve  nothing 
but  the  reply,  Ye  do  err,  not  knotting  the  Scriptures  nor  the 
power  of  God ;  and  if  they  persist  in  it,  they  must  be  put  to 
silence,  by  the  words,  Render  to  man  the  things  that  arc  man’s, 
and  to  God  the  things  that  are  God’s. 


°  Met*,  vid.  p.  233,  note  a.  p.  257.  they  make  the  whole  controversy  turn, 
ref.  4.  Mu*  xctxetetur,  Orat.  ii.  §.  18.  Vid.  Socrates’s  account  of  Anus’s 
Instead  of  professing  to  examine  Scrip-  commencement,  “  If  God  has  a  Son, 
ture  or  to  acquiesce  in  what  they  he  must  have  a  beginning  of  ex- 
had  been  taught,  the  Arians  were  re-  istence,”  &c.  &c.  and  so  the  word 
markable  for  insisting  on  certain  ah-  iyttnre*. 
stract  positions  or  inferences  on  which 


CHAP.  XIII. 

TEXTS  EXPLAINED  ;  THIRDLY,  HEBREWS  i.  4. 


Additional  texts  brought  as  objections;  e.  g.  Hebr.  i.  4.  vii.  22.  Whether 
the  word  “better”  implies  likeness  to  the  Angels;  and  “made”  or 
“become”  implies  creation.  Necessary  to  consider  the  circumstances 
under  which  Scripture  speaks.  Difference  between  “better”  and 
“greater;”  texts  in  proof.  “Made”  or  “become”  a  general  word. 
Contrast  in  Heb.  i.  4  between  the  Son  and  the  Works  in  point  of  nature. 

The  difference  of  the  punishments  under  the  two  Covenants  shews  the 
difference  of  the  natures  of  the  Son  and  the  Angels.  “  Become”  relates 
not  to  the  nature  of  the  Word,  but  to  His  manhood  and  office  and  relation 
towards  us.  Parallel  passages  in  which  the  term  is  applied  to  the 
Eternal  Father. 

1.  But  it  is  written,  say  they,  in  the  Proverbs,  The  Lord  Chap. 
created  Me  the  beginning  of  His  ways,  for  His  works1;  - — — 
and  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  the  Apostle  says,  prov  ’8‘ 
Being  made  so  much  better  than  the  Angels,  as  He  hath  by 22-. 

i  vid. 

inheritance  obtained  a  more  excellent  Name  than  they.  Orat.  ii. 
And  soon  after,  Wherefore,  holy  brethren,  partakers  of  the  i^19- 
heavenly  calling,  consider  the  Apostle  and  High  Priest  o/'Heb.  l, 
our  profession,  Christ  Jesus,  who  was  faithful  to  Him  that  |je]j  3 
appointed  Him2.  And  in  the  Acts,  Therefore  let  all  the  i- 
house  of  Israel  know  assuredly,  that  God  hath  made  that  o'rat.  ii. 
same  Jesus  whom  ye  have  crucified  both  Lord  and  Christ3,  |-2— u- 
These  passages  they  brought  forward  at  every  turn,  mistaking  Orat.  ii. 
their  sense,  under  the  idea  that  they  proved  that  the  Word  0 f f "g 1 1 
God  was  a  creature  and  work  and  one  of  things  generate ;  Acts  2, 
and  thus  they  deceive  the  thoughtless,  making  the  language  3<J‘ 
of  Scripture  their  pretence,  but  instead  of  the  true  sense 
sowing4  upon  it  the  poison  of  their  own5  heresy.  For  had4P;®> 
they  known,  they  would  not  have  been  irreligious  against  the*  ft,,. 
Lord  of  glory,  nor  have  wrested  the  good  words  of  gcripture.  *  (  or'2. 
If  then  henceforward  openly  adopting  Caiaphas’s  way,  they 
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Disc,  have  determined  on  judaizing,  and  are  ignorant  of  the  text, 
-rj— 1 — that  verily  God  shall  dwell  upon  the  earth,  let  them  not 
l  Kings  inquire  into  the  Apostolical  sayings;  for  they  were  out  of  place 
Zech  ^  W1tb  Jews-  Or>  if  mixing  themselves  up  with  the  godless 
io.  Bar.  Manichees  a,  they  deny  that  the  Word  uas  made  flesh,  and 
|3p.3252,  His  incarnate  presence1,  then  let  them  not  bring  forward  the 
note  g.  Proverbs,  for  this  is  out  of  place  with  the  Manichees.  But  if 
!p.  190,  for  preferment-sake,  and  the  lucre  of  avarice  which  follows2, 
note  and  the  desire  for  good  repute,  they  venture  not  on  denying 
the  text,  The  Word  was  made  flesh,  since  so  it  is  written,  either 
let  them  rightly  interpret  the  words  of  Scripture,  of  the 
sUtrup.K- embodied3  presence  of  the  Saviour,  or,  if  they  deny  their 
sense,  let  them  deny  too  that  the  Lord  became  man.  For  it 
is  unseemly,  while  confessing  that  the  Word  became  flesh , 
yet  to  be  ashamed  at  what  is  written  of  Him,  and  on  that 
account  to  corrupt  the  sense. 

§.  54.  2.  Thus,  it  is  written,  So  much  better  than  the  Angels ;  let  us 

then  first  examine  this.  Now  it  is  right  and  necessary,  as  in 
all  divine  Scripture,  so  here,  faithfully  to  expound  the  time 
*  p.  22,  0f  which  the  Apostle  wrote,  and  the  person1,  and  the  point;  lest 
the  reader,  from  ignorance  missing  either  these  or  any  similar 
particular,  may  be  wide  of  the  true  sense.  This  understood  that 
inquiring  eunuch,  when  he  thus  besought  Philip,  I  pray  thee, 
Acts  8,  of  whom  doth  the  Prophet  speak  this?  of  himself,  or  of  some 
other  man  ?  for  he  feared  lest,  expounding  the  lesson  unsuit¬ 
ably  to  the  person,  he  should  wander  from  the  right  sense.  And 
the  disciples,  wishing  to  learn  the  time  of  what  was  foretold, 
Matt,  besought  the  Lord,  Tell  us,  said  they,  when  shall  these  things 
24’  3‘  be  ?  and  what  is  the  sign  of  Thy  coming  ?  And  again,  hear¬ 
ing  from  the  Saviour  the  events  of  the  end,  they  desired  to 
learn  the  time  of  it,  that  they  might  be  kept  from  error  them¬ 
selves,  and  might  be  able  to  teach  others  ;  as,  for  instance, 
vid-  when  they  have  learned,  they  set  right  the  Thessalonians,  who 
4.13.  were  going  wrong.  When  then  one  knows  properly  these 
2  l  hsfc  Points’  his  understanding  of  the  faith  is  right  and  healthy  ; 

but  if  he  mistakes  any  such  points,  forthwith  he  falls  into 
2  Tim.  heresy.  Thus  the  party  of  I  lymenaeus  and  Alexander  were 
i  Tim.  beside  the  time,  when  they  said  that  the  resurrection  had 

J,  20. 

a  Yid.  the  same  contrast,  de  Svn.  §.33.  p.  130.  supr.  §.  8.  p.  189.  Orat.  iv.  §.  23. 


which  the  Arians  neglect. 
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already  been  ;  and  the  Galatians  were  after  the  time,  in  Chap. 

making  much  of  circumcision  now.  And  to  miss  the  per-  — - - 

son  was  the  lot  of  the  Jews,  and  is  still,  who  think  that  of 
one  of  themselves  is  said,  Behold,  a  Virgin  shall  conceive,  is  7, 14. 
and  bear  a  Son,  and  they  shall  call  His  Name  Emmanuel,  23“*'  1  ’ 
which  is  being  interpreted,  God  with  us;  and  that,  A  prophet  Deut._ 
shall  the  Lord  your  God  raise  up  to  you,  is  spoken  of  one  of  is.53,7. 
the  Prophets ;  and  who,  as  to  the  words,  He  was  led  as  a  sheep 
to  the  slaughter,  instead  of  learning  from  Philip,  conjecture 
them  spoken  of  Esaias  or  some  other  of  the  Prophets  which 
have  beenb. 

3.  Such  has  been  the  state  of  mind  under  which  Christ’s  §.  55. 
enemies  has  fallen  into  their  execrable  heresy1.  For  had  they  '  [turototzv 
known  the  person,  and  the  subject,  and  the  season  of  the 
Apostle’s  words,  they  would  not  have  expounded  of  Christ’s 
divinity  what  belongs  to  His  manhood,  nor  in  their  folly  have 
committed  so  great  an  act  of  irreligion.  Now  this  will  be  readily 
seen,  if  one  expounds  properly  the  beginning  of  this  passage. 

For  the  Apostle  says,  God  who  at  sundry  times  and  diverse  Heb.  1, 
manners  spake  in  times  past  unto  the  fathers  by  the  prophets, 
hath  in  these  last  days  spoken  unto  us  by  His  Son  ;  then  again 
shortly  after  he  says,  when  He  had  by  Himself  purged  our 
sins,  He  sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Majesty  on  high, 
having  become 2  so  much  better  than  the  Angels,  as  He  hath  by  -y™p’-- 
inheritance  obtained  a  more  excellent  Name  than  they.  It  being 
appears  then  that  the  Apostle’s  words  make  mention  of  that 
time,  when  God  spoke  unto  us  by  His  Son,  and  when  a 
purging  of  sins  took  place.  Now  when  did  He  speak  unto 
us  by  His  Son,  and  when  did  purging  of  sins  take  place  ? 
and  when  did  He  become  man  ?  when,  but  subsequently  to  the 
Prophets  in  the  last  days  ?  Next,  proceeding  with  his  account  of 
the  economy  in  which  we  were  concerned,  and  speaking  of  the 
last  times,  he  is  naturally  led  to  observe  that  not  even  in  the 
former  times  was  God  silent  with  men,  but  spoke  to  them  by 
the  Prophets.  And,  whereas  the  Prophets  ministered,  and  the 


b  The  more  common  evasion  on  the  filment  in  Jeremiah,  vid.  Justin.  Tryph. 
part  of  the  Jews  was  to  interpret  the  72.  et  al.  Iren.  H®r.  iv.  33.  Tertull.  in 
prophecy  of  their  own  sufferings  in  Jud.  9.  Cyprian.  Testim.  in  Jud.  ii.  13. 
captivity.  It  was  an  idea  of  Grotiug  Euseb.  Dem.  iii.  2.  &c. 
that  the  prophecy  received  a  first  ful- 


26U  The  Son  is  heller  Ilian  the  Angels ,  I  ha  I  is,  above  I  hem. 

Disc.  Law  was  spoken  by  Angels,  while  the  Son  too  came  on  earth, 
— Ll.  and  that  in  order  to  minister,  lie  was  forced  to  add,  Become 
so  much  better  than  the  Angels,  wishing  to  shew  that,  as 
much  as  the  son  excels  a  servant,  so  much  also  the  ministry 
of  the  Son  is  better  than  the  ministry  of  servants.  Con¬ 
trasting  then  the  old  ministry  and  the  new,  tire  Apostle 
deals  freely  with  the  Jews,  writing  and  saying,  Become  so 
much  belter  than  the  Angels.  This  is  why  throughout  he 
uses  no  comparison,  such  as  “  become  greater,”  or  “  more 
honourable,”  lest  we  should  think  of  Him  and  them  as  one 
'  Sfisyt-  in  kind1,  but  belter  is  his  word,  by  way  of  marking  the 
p"i69d'  difference  of  the  Son’s  nature  from  things  generated.  And  of 

2  -'-out-  this  we  have  proof  from  divine  Scripture ;  David,  for 
perior  or  instance,  saying  in  the  Psalm,  One  dug  in  Thy  courts  is 
P^s't  Reiter  than  a  thousand:  and  Solomon  crying  out,  Receive 
10.  my  instruction  and  not  silver,  and  knowledge  rather  than 
10° l  l^’  choice  gold.  For  wisdom  is  better  than  rubies  ;  and  alt  the 

things  that  may  be  desired  are  not  to  be  compared  to  it. 

3  Are  not  wisdom  and  stones  of  the  earth  different  in  substance3 
‘Txr*  an(l  separate4  in  nature?  Are  heavenly  courts  at  all  akin  to 

earthly  houses  ?  Or  is  there  any  similarity  between  things 
eternal  and  spiritual,  and  things  temporal  and  mortal  ?  And 
Is.  56,  this  is  what  Esaias  says,  Thus  saitli  the  Lord  unto  the 
4' eunuchs  that  keep  3Iy  sabbaths,  and  choose  the  things  that 
please  Me,  and  take  hold  of  My  Covenant  ;  even  unto  them 
will  I  give  in  3Iine  house,  and  within  My  walls, a  place  and 
a  name  better  than  of  sons  and  of  daughters :  I  will  give 
them  an  everlasting  name  that  shall  not  be  rut  off.  In  like 
manner  there  is  nought  akin  between  the  Son  and  the 
Angels  ;  so  that  the  word  better  is  not  used  to  compare  but 
5  <ri  ix-  to  contrast,  because  of  the  difference5  of  His  nature  from 
“TT”  them.  And  therefore  the  Apostle  also  Himself,  when  he 
interprets  the  word  belter,  places  its  force  in  nothing  short 
of  the  Son’s  excellence6  over  things  generated,  calling  the  one 
Son,  the  other  servants;  the  one,  as  a  Son  with  the  Father, 
sitting  on  the  right;  and  the  others,  as  servants,  standing 
§.  56.  before  Him,  and  being  sent,  and  fulfilling  offices.  Scripture, 
in  speaking  thus,  implies,  O  Allans,  not  that  the  Son  is 
generate,  but  rather  other  than  things  generate,  and  proper 
to  the  Father,  being  in  His  bosom. 
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4.  Not  does  even  the  expression  become ,  which  here 
occurs,  shew  that  the  Son  is  generate,  as  ye  suppose.  If 
indeed  it  were  simply  become  and  no  more,  a  case  might 
stand  for  the  Arians ;  but,  whereas  they  are  forestalled 
with  the  word  Son  throughout  the  passage,  shewing  that 
He  is  other  than  things  generate,  so  again  not  even 
the  word  become  occurs  absolutely d,  but  better  is  imme¬ 
diately  subjoined.  For  the  writer  thought  the  expression 
immaterial,  knowing  that  in  the  case  of  one  who  was  con¬ 
fessedly  a  genuine  Son,  to  say  become  is  the  same  with  saying 
that  He  was  generated,  and  that  He  is  better.  For  it  matters 
not  though  we  speak  of  what  is  generate,  as  “  become”  or 
“  made;”  but  on  the  contrary,  things  generate  cannot  be  called 
generate,  God’s  handiwork  as  they  are,  except  so  far  as  after  their 
making  they  partake  of  the  Son  who  is  the  true  Generate,  and 
are  therefore  said  to  have  been  generated  also,  not  at  all  in  their 
own  nature,  but  because  of  their  participation  of  the  Son  in  the 
Spirit'.  And  tlus  again  divine  Scripture  recognises ;  for  it 


c  There  is  apparently  much  confu¬ 
sion  in  the  arrangement  of  the  para¬ 
graphs  that  follow  ;  though  the  appear¬ 
ance  may  perhaps  arise  from  Athan.’s 
incorporating  some  passage  from  a  for¬ 
mer  work  into  his  text.  vid.  p.22 7,  note 
d.  It  is  easy  to  suggest  alterations,  but 
not  any  thing  satisfactory.  The  same 
ideas  are  scattered  about.  T  hus  cuyxai- 
Tixai;  occurs  in  n.  3.  and  n.  5.  The 
Son’s  seat  on  the  right,  and  Angels  in 
ministry,  n.  3.  fin.  n.  10.  n.  11.  “  Be¬ 

come”  interpreted  as  “  is  generated  and 
is,”  n.  4.  and  n.  11.  The  explanation 

of  “  become,”  n.  4.  n.  9.  n.  11 _ _ 

14.  The  Word's  Uriiti/tla  is  introduced 
in  n.  7.  and  8.  araoourla  being  the  more 
common  word ;  hriln/xlx  occurs  Orat.  ii. 
§.  67  init.  Scrap,  i.  9.  Vid.  however 
p.  268,  notes  n  and  o.  If  a  change  must 
be  suggested,  it  would  be  to  transfer 
n.  4.  after  n.  8.  and  n.  10.  after  n.  3. 

11  vid  also  Orat.  ii.  54. 

62.  iii.  22.  Basil,  contr.  Eunom.  i.  p. 
214.  Cyril.  Thesaur.  25.  p.  236.  SiaXi- 
Xufi'naj; .  Orat.  iv.  1. 

e  In  this  translation,  yttorlt  and  ytt- 
►ijTaf  have  been  considered  as  synony¬ 
mous,  in  spite  of  such  distinction  in 
the  reading,  as  Montfaucon  adopts  ; 
and  this  under  the  impression  that  that 
distinction  is  of  a  later  date,  Athan.  as 
Basil  after  him,  apparently  not  recog¬ 
nising  it.  The  Platonists  certainly 


spoke  of  the  Almighty  as  iytt\nros,  and 
the  world  as  yivruri;,  and  the  Arians 
took  advantage  of  this  phraseology.  If 
then  Athan.  did  not  admit  it,  he  would 
naturally  have  said  so ;  whereas  his 
argument  is,  “  True,  the  world  or  cre¬ 
ation  is  yntnvli,  but  only  by  /anuria, 
as  partaking  of  Him  who  is  the  one  and 
only  real  yanr.Tes,  or  Son.”  vid.  p.  32, 
note  q.  That  is,  he  does  not  dis¬ 
criminate  between  two  distinct  ideas, 
“Son”  and  “  creature”  confused  by  a 
common  name,  but  he  admits  their 
connection,  only  explains  it ;  or,  to 
speak  logically,  instead  of  considering 
ymtnrct  and  ymtiror  as  equivocal  words, 
he  uses  them  as  synonymous  and  one, 
with  a  primary  and  secondary  meaning. 
Afterwards  they  were  distinguished,  p. 
226,  note  c.  In  like  manner,  our  Lord 
is  called  /xetoyttr,;.  Athan.  speaks  of  the 
y'stin;  of  human  sons,  and  of  the  Di  vine, 
de  Deer.  §.  11.  and  in  de  Syn.  §.  47.  he 
observes  that  S.  Ignatius  calls  the  Son 
ystrjrb;  xal  aysvtyroi,  without  a  hint 
about  the  distinction  of  roots.  Again, 
one  of  the  original  Arian  positions  was 
that  our  Lord  was  a  yMnp-a  «AA’  ou*  ui 
If  ruv  yufyificiruv,  which  Athan.  fre¬ 
quently  notices  and  combats,  vid.  Orat. 
ii.  19.  But  instead  of  answering  it  by 
substituting  ysm rut,  as  if  aoifi/iarat,  for 
yttttiftxruT,  hi?  allows  that  yttinfta  may 
be  taken  as  synonymous  with  nrlrvx, 


Chap. 

XIII. 


*20*2  The  Son  not  compared  to ,  but  contrasted  with,  Angels. 


Disc,  not  only  says  in  the  case  of  things  generate,  All  things  came 

be  through  Him ,  and,  without  Him  there  was  not  any 

3.  ’  thing  made,  and,  In  wisdom  hast  Thou  made  them  all ;  but 

24  104’  ^ie  case  sons  also  which  are  generate,  To  Job  there  came 

Job  1,3.  seven  sons  and  three  daughters,  and,  Abraham  was  an  hun- 
Gen. 21  U  ?  7 

s  '  ’  died  years  old  when  there  came  to  him  Isaac  his  son  ;  and 
Moses  said,  If  to  any  one  there  come  sons.  Therefore  since  the 
Son  is  other  than  things  generate,  alone  the  proper  offspring 
of  the  Father’s  substance,  this  plea  of  the  Arians  about  the 
word  become  is  worth  nothing. 

5.  If  moreover,  baffled  so  far,  they  should  still  violently  insist 
that  the  language  is  that  of  comparison,  and  that  comparison 
•«»;,  in  consequence  implies  oneness  of  kind1,  so  that  the  Son  is  of 
ref.  i.’  the  nature  of  Angels,  they  will  in  the  first  place  incur  the 
disgrace  of  rivalling  and  repeating  what  Valentinus  held, 
and  Carpocrates,  and  those  other  heretics,  of  whom  the  former 
said  that  the  Angels  were  one  in  kind  with  the  Christ,  and 
Carpocrates  that  Angels  are  framers  of  the  world Perchance 
it  is  under  the  instruction  of  these  masters  that  they  compare 
§.  57.  the  Word  of  God  with  the  Angels;  though  surely  amid 
such  speculations,  they  will  be  moved  by  the  Psalmist, 
Ps.89, 7.  saying,  Who  is  he  among  the  gods  that  shall  be  like  unto 
Ps.86,8.  the  Lord  ?  and,  Among  the  gods  there  is  none  like  unto 
Thee,  O  Lord.  However,  they  must  be  answered,  with  the 
chance  of  their  profiting  by  it,  that  comparison  confessedly  does 
belong  to  subjects  one  in  kind,  not  to  those  which  differ.  No 
one,  for  instance,  would  compare  God  with  man,  or  again  man 
with  brutes,  nor  wood  with  stone,  because  their  natures  are 
unlike  ;  but  God  is  beyond  comparison,  and  man  is  com- 


and  only  argues  that  there  is  a  s/iecial 
sense  of  it  in  which  it  applies  to  the 
Word,  not  as  one  of  a  number,  as  the 
Arians  said,  but  solely,  incommuni- 
eably,  as  being  the  In  the 

passage  before  us,  which  at  first  seems 
to  require  the  distinction,  he  does  but 
say,  1.  that  the  Son  is  not  yitr.ris  or 
ynmros,  “  generate,"  i.  e.  in  the  gene¬ 
ral  sense;  2.  that  He  is  generated,  yi- 
ynr,r(ai  or  yiyt itnrf&i.  as  the  y-yteytttii ; 
3.  that  the  ymnra  or  ytt »ot»  (creatures) 
are  called  yttnra,  or  said  yiyiryiictcu, 
as  partaking  of  the  ymr.rl;  mis-  4.  that 
(in  themselves)  they  are  properly  said 
yiytyiyai  or  xixii r\ota.i.  It  may  be 
admitted,  as  evident  even  from  this  pas¬ 


sage,  that  though  Athan.  does  not  dis¬ 
tinguish  between  yiyyyrey  and  ytnfjrav, 
yet  he  considers  ytyittr.afcu  or  yittr/tx 
as  especially  appropriate  to  the  Son, 
yiyttttai  and  ynifiitu  to  the  creation. 

f  These  tenets  and  similar  ODes  were 
common  to  many  branches  of  the 
Gnostics,  who  paid  worship  to  the  An¬ 
gels,  or  ascribed  to  them  the  creation  ; 
the  doctrine  of  their  consubstantiality 
with  our  Lord  arose  from  their  belief 
in  emanation.  S.  Athanasius  here  uses 
the  word  efitytiiii,  not  i/ixturiK  which 
was  usual  with  them,  vid.  Bull  D.  F. 
N.  ii.  1.  §.  2.  as  with  the  Manichees 
after  them,  Beausobre,  Manich.  iii.  8. 
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pared  to  man,  and  wood  to  wood,  and  stone  to  stone.  Now  Chap. 
in  such  cases  we  should  not  speak  of  better,  but  of  “  rather” 
and  “  more thus  Joseph  was  comely  rather  than  his 
brethren,  and  Rachel  than  Leah;  star1  is  not  better  than  1  Orat. 
star,  but  is  the  rather  excellent  in  glory;  whereas  in11-*'20' 
bringing  together  things  which  differ  in  kind,  then  better 
is  used  to  mark  the  difference,  as  has  been  said  in  the  case 
of  wisdom  and  jewels.  Had  then  the  Apostle  said,  “  by  so 
much  has  the  Son  precedence  of  the  Angels,”  or  “  by  so  much 
greater,”  you  would  have  had  a  plea,  as  if  the  Son  were 
compared  with  the  Angels  ;  but,  as  it  is,  in  saying  that 
He  is  better,  and  differs  as  far  as  Son  from  servants,  the 
Apostle  shews  that  He  is  other  than  the  Angels  in  nature. 

6.  Moreover  by  saying  that  He  it  is  who  has  laid  the  Heb.  l, 
foundation  of  all  things,  he  shews  that  He  is  other  than  10' 
all  things  generate.  But  if  He  be  other  and  different  in 
substance2  from  their  nature,  what  comparison  of  His  sub-;fTf;»- 
stance3  can  there  be,  or  what  likeness  to  them  ?  though,  even 
if  they  have  any  such  thoughts,  Paul  shall  refute  them,  who  note 
speaks  to  the  very  point,  For  unto  which  of  the  Angels  said  He  Heb.  l, 
at  any  time,  Thou  art  My  Son,  this  day  have  I  begotten  ‘ ' 
Hiee  ?  And  of  the  Angels  He  saith,  Who  maketh  His  Angels 
spirits,  and  His  ministers  a  flame  of  f  re.  Observe  here,  §.  58. 
the  word  made  belongs  to  things  generate,  and  he  calls 
them  things  made ;  but  to  the  Son  he  speaks  not  of 
making,  nor  of  becoming,  but  of  eternity  and  kingship, 
and  a  Framer’s  office,  exclaiming,  Thy  Throne,  O  God,  is  for  v.  8. 10. 
ever  and  ever  ;  and,  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  beginning  hast  laid 
the  foundation  of  the  earth,  and  the  heavens  are  the  works 
of  Thine  hands;  they  shall  perish,  but  Thou  remainest. 

From  which  words  even  they,  were  they  but  willing,  might 
perceive  that  the  Framer  is  other  than  things  framed,  the 
former  God,  the  latter  things  generate,  made  out  of  nothing. 

For  what  has  been  said,  They  shall  perish,  is  said,  not  as  if 
the  creation  were  destined  for  destruction,  but  to  express  the 
nature  of  things  generate  by  the  issue  to  which  they  tend4.  For<  p.  2-23, 
things  which  admit  of  perishing,  though  through  the  grace5  of!™te3|' 
their  Maker  they  perish  not,  yet  have  come  out  of  nothing,  and  note  q. 
themselves  witness  that  they  once  were  not.  And  on  this 
account,  since  their  nature  is  such,  it  is  said  of  the  Son, 


2G4  The  Father  not  better,  but  greater,  than  the  Son. 

Disc.  Thou  remainest,  to  shew  His  eternity;  for  not  having  the 

_ L —  capacity  of  perishing,  as  things  generate  have,  but  having 

eternal  duration,  it  is  foreign  to  Him  to  have  it  said,  “  He 
was  not  before  His  generation,”  but  proper  to  Him  to  be 
always,  and  to  endure  together  with  the  Father.  And 
though  the  Apostle  had  not  thus  written  in  his  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  still  his  other  Epistles,  and  the  whole  of  Scripture, 
would  certainly  forbid  their  entertaining  such  notions  con¬ 
cerning  the  Word.  But  since  he  has  here  expressly  written 
it,  and,  as  has  been  above  shewn,  the  Son  is  Offspring  of  the 
Father’s  substance,  and  He  is  Framer,  and  other  things  are 
framed  by  Him,  and  He  is  the  Radiance  and  Word  and  Image 
and  Wisdom  of  the  Father,  and  things  generate  stand  and  serve 
in  their  place  below  the  Trinity,  therefore  the  Son  is  different 
in  kind  and  different  in  substance  from  things  generate,  and 
on  the  contrary  is  proper  to  the  Father’s  substance  and  one  in 
John] 4,  nature  to  itg.  And  hence  it  is  that  the  Son  too  says  not,  Mg 
Father  is  better  than  I,  lest  we  should  conceive  Him  to  be 
foreign  to  His  Nature,  but  greater,  not  indeed  in  greatness, 
nor  in  time,  but  because  of  His  generation  from  the  Father 
Himself1'- ;  nay,  in  saying  greater  He  again  shews  that  He  is 
proper  to  His  substance. 

§.  59.  7.  And  the  Apostle’s  own  reason  for  saying,  so  much 

better  than  the  Angels,  was  not  any  wish  in  the  first  instance 
'p.  263,  to  compare  the  substance1  of  the  Word  to  things  generate, 
§.60.62.  (f°r  lie  cannot  be  compared,  rather  they  are  incommea- 
64.^n.  surable,)  but  regarding  the  Word’s  visitation2  in  the  flesh,  and 
2  £*•<$>!-  the  economy  which  He  then  sustained,  He  wished  to  shew 
that  He  was  not  hke  those  who  had  gone  before  Him ; 
so  that,  as  much  as  He  excelled  in  nature  those  who  were 
sent  afore  by  Him,  by  so  much  also  the  grace  which  came 
from  and  through  Him  was  better  than  the  ministry  through 
Angels1.  For  it  is  the  function  of  servants,  to  demand  the 
fruits  and  no  more ;  but  of  the  Son  and  Master  to  forgive 
the  debts  and  to  transfer  the  vineyard. 

s  Here  again  is  a  remarkable  avoid-  Incarn.  eontr.  Arian.  4.  if  it  be  his. 
ance  of  the  word  Speeunn.  He  says  This  text  is  thus  taken  by  Basil,  contr. 
that  the  Son  is  trigeyiviii  xa.)  in^couaiot  Eun.  iv.  p.  289.  Naz.  Orat.  30.  7.  &c. 

rwv  yiwtir&v,  xcci  rds  rod  zrargos  ovtria j  &C. 

‘i'iios  xa)  ipofvr.i.  vid.  pp.  209,  240,  notes  •  He  also  applies  this  text  to  our 
d.  e.  Lord’s  economy  and  ministry,  de  Sent. 

h  Athan.  otherwise  explains  this  text,  D.  11.  in  ApoU.  ii.  15. 


The  Gospel  excelled  the  Law,  as  the  Son  excels  Angels.  265 


8.  Certainly  what  the  Apostle  proceeds  to  say  shews  the  Chap. 
excellence  of  the  Son  over  things  generate ;  Therefore  XIII~ 
ice  ought  to  give  the  more  earnest  heed  to  the  things  which  \  .j  ’ 
we  have  heard,  lest  at  any  time  we  should  let  them  slip. 

For  if  the  word  spoken  by  Angels  was  sted/ast,  and  every 
transgression  and  disobedience  received  a  just  recompence  of 
reward ;  how  shall  we  escape ,  if  we  neglect  so  great  salva¬ 
tion  ;  which  at  the  first  began  to  be  spoken  by  the  Lord,  and 
was  confirmed  unto  us  by  them  that  heard  Him.  But  if  the 
Son  were  in  the  number  of  things  generate,  He  was  not  better 
than  they,  nor  did  disobedience  involve  increase  of  punish¬ 
ment  because  of  Him ;  any  more  than  in  the  Ministry  of 
Angels  there  was  not,  according  to  each  Angel,  greater  or  less 
guilt  in  the  transgressors,  but  the  Law  was  one,  and  one 
was  its  vengeance  on  transgressors.  But,  whereas  the  Word 
is  not  in  the  number  of  generate  things,  but  is  Son  of  the 
Father,  therefore,  as  He  Himself  is  better  and  His  acts  better 
and  transcendent,  so  also  the  punishment  is  worse.  Let 
them  contemplate  then  the  grace  which  is  through  the  Son, 
and  let  them  acknowledge  the  witness  which  He  gives  even 
from  His  works,  that  He  is  other  than  things  generated,  and 
alone  the  very  Son  in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  Him. 

And  the  Law k  was  spoken  by  Angels,  and  perfected  no  one,  Heb.  7, 
needing  the  visitation  of  the  Word,  as  Paul  hath  said;  but  joiini7 
that  visitation  has  perfected  the  work  of  the  Father.4- 
And  then,  from  Adam  unto  Moses  death  reigned ;  but  the  14.  '  ’ 
presence  of  the  Word  abolished  death.  And  no  longer  in^lim.i, 
Adam  are  we  all  dying ;  but  in  Christ  we  are  all  reviving.  1  Cor. 
And  then,  from  Dan  to  Bersabe  was  the  Law  proclaimed, ]o’  22‘ 
and  in  .Jiuhea  only  was  God  known ;  but  now,  unto  all  the  'id-  Ps. 
earth  has  gone  forth  their  voice,  and  all  the  earth  has  been 
filled  with  the  knowledge  of  God,  and  the  disciples  have  Is-HA 
made  disciples  of  all  the  nations,  and  now  is  fulfilled  what  is  Mat.28, 


k  Part  of  this  chapter,  as  for  instance 
n.  7,  8.  is  much  more  finished  in  point 
of  style  than  the  general  course  of  his 
Orations.  It  may  he  indeed  only  the 
natural  consequence  of  his  warming 
with  his  subject,  hut  this  beautiful  pas¬ 
sage  looks  very  much  like  an  insertion. 
Some  words  of  it  are  found  in  Sent. 
D.  1 1.  written  a  few  years  sooner.  He 
certainly  transcribed  himself  in  other 


places,  as  S.  Leo,  e.  g.  repeats  himself  in 
another  controversy.  Athan.  is  so  very- 
eloquent  and  rich  a  writer  whenever  he 
is  led  into  comments  upon  Scripture,  that 
one  almost  regrets  he  had  ever  to  adopt  a 
controversial  tone;  except  indeed  that 
Arianism  has  given  occasion  to  those 
comments,  and  that  that  tone  is  of 
course  a  lesson  of  doctrine  to  us,  and 
therefore  instructive. 


*266  The  Son  became  surety,  that  is,  when  He  became  man. 

Disc,  written,  They  shall  be  all  taught  of  God.  And  then  what 
— - —  was  revealed,  was  but  a  type  ;  but  now  the  truth  has  been 
manifested.  And  this  again  the  Apostle  himself  describes 
John  6,  afterwards  more  clearly,  saving,  By  so  much  was  Jesus  made 
jf'54  a  surety  of  a  better  testament ;  and  again,  But  now  hath  He 
^  .  obtained  a  more  excellent  ministry,  by  how  much  also  He  is 
■22.  the  Mediator  of  a  better  covenant,  which  was  established 
Htb.  s,  Up(m  beaer  promises.  And,  For  the  Law  made  nothing 
Heb.  7.  perfect,  but  the  bringing  in  of  a  better  hope  did.  And  again  he 
Heb.  9.  says,  It  was  therefore  necessary  that  the  patterns  of  things 
23-  in  the  heavens  should  be  purified  with  these;  but  the 
heavenly  things  themselves  with  better  sacrifices  than  these. 
Both  in  the  verse  before  us  then,  and  throughout,  does  he 
ascribe  the  word  better  to  the  Lord,  who  is  better  and  other 
than  generated  things.  For  better  is  the  sacrifice  through 
Him, better  the  hope  in  Him;  and  also  the  promises  through 
Him,  not  merely  as  great  compared  with  small,  but  the  one 
differing  from  the  other  in  nature,  because  He  who  conducts 
this  economy,  is  better  than  things  generated. 

60.  9.  Moreover  the  words  He  is  become  surety 1  denotes  the 

pledge  in  our  behalf  which  He  has  provided.  For  as,  being 
made ,  the  Word,  He  became  flesh,  and  become  we  ascribe  to  the 
John  l.  for  it  is  generated  and  created,  so  do  we  here  the  ex- 

14.  pression  He  is  become,  expounding  it  according  to  a  second 
sense,  viz.  because  He  has  become  man.  And  let  these 
contentious  men  know,  that  they  fail  in  this  their  perverse  pur¬ 
pose  ;  let  them  know  that  Paul  does  not  signify  that  His  sub- 
:  p.  144,  stance  1  has  become,  knowing,  as  He  did,  that  He  is  Son  and 
npte  Wisdom  and  Radiance  and  Image  of  the  Father  ;  but  here  too 
he  refers  the  word  become  to  the  ministry  of  that  covenant,  in 
which  death  which  once  ruled  is  abolished.  Since  here  also  the 
Kom.  8,  ministry  through  Him  has  become  better,  in  that  what  the  Law 
could  not  do  in  that  it  was  weak  through  the flesh ,  God  sending 
Hisown  Son  in  the  likeness  of  sinful^ flesh, and  for  sin  condemned 
sin  in  the  flesh,  ridding  it  of  the  trespass,  in  which,  being  con¬ 
tinually  held  captive,  it  admitted  not  the  Divine  mind.  And 
JuT/xrf  having  rendered  the  flesh  capable3  of  the  Word,  He  made  us 
3  dO50  walk,  no  longer  according  to  the  flesh,  but  according  to  the 
note  d.  Spirit,  and  say  again  and  again,  But  we  are  not  in  the  flesh 
but  in  the  Spirit,’’  and,  “  For  the  Son  of  God  came  into  the 


The  Son  soon  the  Father' slight,  that  the  Father  on  the  Son's.  267 

world,  not  to  judge  the  world,  but  to  redeem  all  men,  and  Chap. 

°  •  .  XIII 

that  the  world  might  be  saved  through  Him.”  Formerly  the - - 

11  -1  1-1  r  ,  T  J  ,  v.  John 

world,  as  guilty,  was  under  judgment  from  the  Law;  but 3, 17. 

now  the  Word  has  taken  on  Himself  the  judgment,  and 

having  suffered  in  the  body  for  all,  has  bestowed  salvation 

to  all1.  With  a  view  to  this,  hath  John  exclaimed,  The  law  John  ), 

was  given  by  Moses,  but  grace  and  truth  came  by  Jesus1"' 

Christ.  Better  is  grace  than  the  Law,  and  truth  than  the 

shadow. 

10.  Better  then,  as  has  been  said,  could  not  have  been  brought  §.  61. 
to  pass  by  any  other  than  the  Son,  who  sits  on  the  light  hand 
of  the  Father.  And  what  does  this  denote  but  the  Son’s  ge¬ 
nuineness1,  and  that  the  Godhead  of  the  Father  is  the  same  as  1  ™ 
the  Son’s2  ?  For  in  that  the  Son  reigns  in  HisFather’skingdom,  U3 
is  seated  upon  the  same  throne  as  the  Father,  and  is  con-  note  r. 
templated  in  the  Father’s  Godhead,  therefore  is  the  Word 
God,  and  whoso  beholds  the  Son,  beholds  the  Father ;  and 
thus  there  is  one  God.  Sitting  then  on  the  right,  yet  hath  He 
not  His  Father  on  the  left1";  but,  whatever  is  right3  andJSs£i« 
precious  in  the  Father,  that  also  the  Son  has,  and  says,  All  johni6, 
things  that  the  Father  hath  are  Mine.  Wherefore  also  15‘ 
the  Son,  though  sitting  on  the  right,  also  sees  the  Father  on 
the  right,  though  it  be  as  become  man  that  He  says,  I  saw  the  Ps.16,9. 
Lord  always  before  My  face,  for  He  is  on  My  right  hand, 
therefore  I  shall  not  fall.  This  shews  moreover  that  the 
Son  is  in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  the  Son  ;  for  the 
Father  being  on  the  light,  the  Son  is  on  the  right ;  and 
while  the  Son  sits  on  the  right  of  the  Father,  the  Father  is 
in  the  Son.  And  the  Angels  indeed  minister  ascending  and 
descending;  but  concerning  the  Son  he  saith,  And  let  all  the  Heb.  1, 


1  vid.  Incarn. passim.  Theod.  Eranist. 
iii.  pp.  196 — 198,  &c.  &c.  It  was  the 
tendency  of  all  the  heresies  concerning 
the  Person  of  Christ  to  explain  away 
or  deny  the  Atonement.  The  Arians, 
after  the  Platonists,  insisted  on  the 
pre-existing  Priesthood,  as  if  the  incar¬ 
nation  and  crucifixion  were  not  of  its 
essence.  The  Apollinarians  resolved 
the  Incarnation  into  a  manifestation, 
Theod.  Eran.  i.  The  Nestorians  de¬ 
nied  the  Atonement,  Prod,  ad  Armen, 
p.  615.  And  the  Eutvchians,  Leont. 


Ep.  28,  5. 

m  Nec  ideo  tamen  quasi  humana  forma 
circumscriptum  esse  Deum  Patrem  ar- 
bitrandum  est,  ut  de  illo  cogitantibus 
dextrum  aut  sinistrum  latus  animo  oc- 
currat ;  aut  id  ipsumquod  sedens  Pater 
dicitur,  flexis  poplitibus  fieri  putandum 
est,  ne  in  illud  incidamus  sacrilegium, 
&c.  August,  de  Fid.  et  Symb.  14.  Does 
this  passage  of  Athan.’s  shew  that  the 
Anthropomorphites  were  stirring  in 
Egypt  already  ? 


QOS  The  word  “ become ”  murks  the  incur  nut  ion  ruul  ministry. 


Disc. 

I. 


vid. 
John  17, 
4. 

Mark 
10,  45. 
Johnl4, 
10.  9. 

'  p.  229, 
note  g. 


§•  62. 


2  P- 59, 
ref.  1. 


Angels  of  God  worship  Him.  And  when  Angels  minister, 
they  say,  “  I  am  sent  unto  thee,”  and,  “  The  Lord  has  com¬ 
manded;”  but  the  Son,  though  He  say  in  human  fashion, 
“  I  am  sent,”  and  comes  to  finish  the  work  and  to  minister, 
nevertheless  says,  as  being  Word  and  Image,  J  am  in  the 
Father,  and  the  Father  in  Me;  and,  He  that  hath  seen  Me, 
hath  seen  the  Father1 ,  and,  The  Father  that  abidelh  in  Me, 
He  doetli  the  works ;  for  what  we  behold  in  that  Image,  are 
the  Father’s  works. 

11.  What  has  been  already  said  ought  to  prevail  with  those 
persons  who  are  fighting  against  the  very  truth;  however,  if, 
because  it  is  written,  become  better,  they  refuse  to  explain 
become,  as  used  of  the  Son,  to  be  “  has  been  generated  and 
is",”  or  again  as  referring  to  the  better  covenant  having 
come  to  be",  as  we  have  said,  but  consider  from  this 
expression  that  the  Word  is  called  generate,  let  them  hear  the 
same  again  in  a  concise  form,  since  they  have  forgotten 
what  has  been  said.  If  the  Son  be  in  the  number  of  the 
Angels,  then  let  the  word  become  apply  to  Him  as  to  them, 
and  let  Him  not  differ  at  all  from  them  in  nature ;  but  be  they 
either  sons  with  Him,  or  be  He  an  Angel  with  them  ;  sit 
they  one  and  all  together  on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father, 
or  be  the  Son  standing  with  them  all  as  a  ministering  Spirit, 
sent  forth  to  minister  Himself  as  they  are.  But  if  on  the 
other  hand  Paul  distinguishes  the  Son  from  things  generate, 
saying,  To  which  of  the  Angels  said  He  at  any  time,  Thou 
art  My  Son  f  and  the  one  frames  heaven  and  earth,  but 
they  are  made  by  Him  ;  and  He  sitteth  with  the  Father,  but 
they  stand  by  ministering,  who  does  not  see  that  he  has  not 
used  the  word  become  of  the  substance*  of  the  Word,  but  of  the 
ministration  come  through  Him?  For  as,  being  the  Word, 
He  became  flesh,  so  when  become  man,  He  became  by  so 
much  better  in  His  ministry  than  the  ministry  which 
came  by  the  Angels,  as  Son  excels  servants  and  Framer 
things  framed.  Let  them  cease  therefore  to  take  the  word 
become  of  the  substance  of  the  Son,  for  He  is  not  one  of 
generated  things ;  and  let  them  acknowledge  that  it  is  indi¬ 
cative  of  His  ministry  and  the  economy  which  came  to  pass. 

12.  But  how  He  became  better  in  His  ministry,  being 

n  Of  His  divine  nature,  n.  4. — n.  8.  0  Of  His  human  nature,  n.  9.  and  10. 


•269 


The  Son  became ,  as  God  becomes  a  defence. 

better  in  nature  than  things  generate,  appears  from  what  has  Chap. 
been  said  before,  which,  I  consider,  is  sufficient  in  itself  to  ■X  -1  — 
put  them  to  shame.  But  if  they  carry  on  the  contest,  it 
will  be  proper  upon  their  rash  daring  to  close  with  them, 
and  to  oppose  to  them  those  similar  expressions  which 
are  used  concerning  the  Father  Himself.  This  may  serve 
to  prevail  with  them  to  refrain  their  tongue  from  evil,  or 
may  teach  them  the  depth  of  their  folly.  Now  it  is 
mitten,  Become  my  strong  rock  and  house  of  defence,  Ps.3i,3. 
that  Thou  mayest  save  me.  And  again,  The  Lord  be-  Ps.  9, 9. 
came  a  defence  for  the  oppressed,  and  the  like  which 
are  found  in  divine  Scripture.  If  then  they  apply  these 
passages  to  the  Son,  which  perhaps  is  nearest  to  the  truth, 
then  let  them  acknowledge  that  the  sacred  writers  ask  Him, 
as  not  being  generate,  to  become  to  them  a  strong  rock  and 
house  of  defence ;  and  for  the  future  let  them  understand 
become,  and  He  made,  and  He  created,  of  His  incarnate  pre¬ 
sence.  For  then  did  He  become  a  strong  rock  and  house  of 
defence,  when  He  bore  our  sins  in  His  own  body  upon  the 
tree,  and  said,  Come  unto  Me,  all  ye  that  labour  and  are  Mat.n, 
heavy  laden,  and  I  will  give  you  rest.  28‘ 

13.  But  if  they  refer  these  passages  to  the  Father,  will  they,  §.  63. 
when  it  is  here  also  written,  “  Become”  and  “  He  became,” 
venture  so  far  as  to  affirm  that  God  is  generate  ?  Yea,  they  will 
dare,  as  they  thus  argue  concerning  His  Word  ;  for  the  course 
of  their  argument  cariies  them  on  to  conjecture  the  same 
things  concerning  the  Father,  as  they  devise  concerning  His 
Word.  But  far  be  such  a  notion  ever  from  the  thoughts  of  all 
the  faithful  !  for  neither  is  the  Son  in  the  number  of  things 
generated,  nor  do  the  words  of  Scripture  in  question, 
Become,  and  He  became,  denote  beginning  of  being,  but 
that  succour  which  was  given  to  the  needy.  For  God  is 
always,  and  one  and  the  same  ;  but  men  came  to  be  afterwards 
through  the  Word,  when  the  Father  Himself  willed  it;  and  God 
is  invisible  and  inaccessible  to  generated  things,  and  especially 
to  men  upon  earth.  When  then  men  in  infirmity  invoke 
Him,  when  in  persecution  they  ask  help,  when  under 
injuries  they  pray,  then  the  Invisible,  being  a  lover  of  man, 
shines  forth  upon  them  with  His  beneficence,  which  He 
exercises  through  and  in  His  proper  Word.  And  forthwith 


Disc. 

I. 


Is.68,9. 


§•  64. 


John  1, 
14. 


•270  God  becomes  all  things  to  all,  without  change  of  nature ; 

the  divine  manifestation  is  made  to  every  one  according  to  his 
need,  and  is  made  to  the  weak  health,  and  to  the  persecuted 
a  refuge  and  house  of  defence  ;  and  to  the  injured  He  says, 
While  thou  speakest  I  will  sag,  Here  I  am.  What  defence 
then  comes  to  each  through  the  Son,  that  each  says  that 
God  has  come  to  be  to  himself,  since  succour  comes  from  God 
Himself  through  the  Word.  Moreover  the  usage  of  men 
recognises  this,  and  every  one  will  confess  its  propriety. 
Often  succour  comes  from  man  to  man ;  one  has  undertaken 
toil  for  the  injured,  as  Abraham  for  Lot;  and  another  has 
opened  his  home  to  the  persecuted,  as  Abdias  to  the  sons  of  the 
prophets  ;  and  another  has  entertained  a  stranger,  as  Lot  the 
Angels;  and  another  has  supplied  the  needy,  as  Job  those 
who  begged  of  him.  As  then,  should  one  and  the  other  of 
these  benefitted  persons  sav,  “  Such  a  one  became  an 
assistance  to  me,”  and  another  “  and  to  me  a  refuge,”  and 
“  to  another  a  supply,”  yet  in  so  saying  would  not  be 
speaking  of  the  original  becoming  or  the  substance  of  their 
benefactors,  but  of  the  beneficence  coming  to  themselves 
from  them,  so  also  when  the  sacred  writers  say  concerning 
God,  He  became  and  become  Thou,  they  do  not  denote  any 
original  becoming,  for  God  is  unoriginate  and  not  generate, 
but  the  salvation  which  is  made  to  be  unto  men  from 
Him. 

14.  This  being  so  understood,  it  is  parallel  also  respecting 
the  Son,  that  whatever,  and  however  often,  is  said,  such  as,  He 
became  and  become,  should  ever  have  the  same  sense  :  so 
that  as,  when  we  hear  the  words  in  question  become  better  than 
the  Angels  and  He  became,  we  should  not  conceive  any  original 
becoming  of  the  Word,  nor  in  any  way  fancy  from  such  terms 
that  He  is  generate  ;  but  should  understand  Paid’s  words  of 
His  ministry  and  economy  when  He  became  man.  For  when 
the  Word  became  flesh  and  dwelt  among  us  and  came  to 
minister  and  to  grant  salvation  to  all,  then  He  became 
to  us  salvation,  and  became  life,  and  became  propiti¬ 
ation  ;  then  His  economy  in  our  behalf  became  much  better 
than  the  Angels,  and  He  became  the  Way  and  became 
the  Resurrection.  And  as  the  words  Become  my  strong 
rock  do  not  denote  that  the  substance  of  God  Him¬ 
self  became,  but  His  lovingkindness,  as  has  been  said, 


and  so  the  Son. 
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so  also  here  the  having  become  better  than  the  Angels,  and, 
He  became,  and,  by  so  much  is  Jesus  become  a  better 
surety,  do  not  signify  that  the  substance  ‘  of  the  Word  is 
generate,  (perish  the  thought!)  but  the  beneficence  which 
towards  us  came  to  be  through  His  incarnation ;  unthankful 
though  the  heretics  be,  and  obstinate  in  behalf  of  their 
irreligion. 
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NOTE  on  page  214. 

On  f he  meaning  of  the  formula  ttpIv  yevvrjSijvai  oux  yv,  in  the 
Nicene  Anathema. 

It  was  observed  p.  6l,  note  d,  that  there  were  two  clauses  in 
the  Nicene  Anathema  which  required  explanation.  One  of  them, 
\\  iriga?  v7ro<rTc/.na<;  r,  oCtricc;,  has  been  discussed  in  the  Note,  pp. 
66  —  72 ;  the  other,  nfn  ye*»u0i oik  i j»,  shall  be  considered  now. 

Bishop  Bull  has  suggested  a  very  ingenious  interpretation  of  it, 
which  is  not  obvious,  but  which,  when  stated,  has  much  plausi¬ 
bility,  as  going  to  explain,  or  rather  to  sanction,  certain  modes  of 
speech  in  some  early  Fathers  of  venerable  authority,  which  have 
been  urged  by  heterodox  writers,  and  given  up  by  Catholics  of  the 
Roman  School,  as  savouring  of  Arianism.  The  foregoing  pages 
have  made  it  abundantly  evident  that  the  point  of  controversy 
between  Catholics  and  the  Arians  was,  not  whether  our  Lord  was 
God,  but  whether  He  was  Son  of  God;  the  solution  of  the  former 
question  being  involved  in  that  of  the  latter.  The  Arians  main¬ 
tained  that  the  very  -word  “  Son”  implied  a  beginning,  or  that  our 
Lord  was  not  Very  God;  the  Catholics  said  that  it  implied  conna- 
tnrality,  or  that  He  was  Very  God  as  one  with  God.  Now  five 
early  writers,  Athenagoras,  Tatian,  Theophilus,  Hippolytus,  and 
Novatian,  of  whom  the  authority  of  Hippolytus  is  very  great, 
not  to  speak  of  Theophilus  and  Athenagoras,  whatever  bethought 
of  Tatian  and  of  Novatian,  seem  to  speak  of  the  divine  genera¬ 
tion  as  taking  place  immediately  before  the  creation  of  the 
world,  that  is,  as  if  not  eternal,  though  at  the  same  time  they 
teach  that  our  Lord  existed  before  that  generation.  In  other 
words  they  seem  to  teach  that  He  was  the  Word  from  eternity, 
and  became  the  Son  at  the  beginning  of  all  things;  some  of  them 
expressly  considering  Him,  first  as  the  Xo'yo;  etdieehres,  or  Reason,  in 
the  Father,  or  (as  may  be  speciously  represented,)  a  mere  attribute; 
next,  as  the  Xcyo;  Trgaspogoks,  or  Word,  terms  which  have  been 
already  explained,  p.  113,  note  z.  This  doctrine,  when  divested 
of  figure  and  put  into  literal  statement,  might  appear  nothing  more 
or  less  than  this, — that  at  the  beginning  of  the  world  the  Son  was 
created  after  the  likeness  of  the  Divine  attribute  of  Reason,  as  its 
image  or  expression,  and  thereby  became  the  Divine  Word;  was 
made  the  instrument  of  creation,  called  the  Son  from  that  ineffable 
favour  and  adoption  which  God  had  bestowed  on  him,  and 
in  due  time  sent  into  the  world  to  manifest  God’s  perfections  to 
mankind; — which,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say,  is  the  doctrine 
of  Arianism. 
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Thus  S.  Hippolytus  says. 

Tun  Se  y ivopavav  U(>%/iybv  aai  o-v[A.[iovXo'i  vca)  spyarviv  \yivva  Xoyov,  o» 
A oyov  e*g#v  h  lavra  do^arov  ri  ovra  ra  arit^of-va  aia-fta,  ogarbv  rroiii' 
or^orl^av  Cpavviv  cpfayyoftMof,  aai  (pd$  he  Qvrbs  yitrav,  or^otjaiv  rvj  ariosi  y.v^tov. 

contr.  Noet.  10. 

And  S.  Theophilus: 

E%av  ovv  o  debs  rbv  lavrev  Xoyov  ivciidderev  iv  rdis  idiot ;  trirXdyyyois,  lyevvti- 
ret  avrot  [/.era  t?s  eavrov  ootylas  xfoevos  or  go  rav  oXuv  ....  oorirs  de 

tide Xvirev  o  dibs  oroiiio-at  'ora  efiovXivrxro,  rovrov  rbv  Xoyov  eytmm  orgotyo^irSov, 
irgoirbroKov  ordor 15  r.r treas-  ad  Autol.  ii.  10 — 22. 

Bishop  Bull,  Defens.  F.  N.  iii.  5 — 8.  meets  this  representation 
by  maintaining  that  the  ykvvnons  which  S.  Hippolytus  and  other 
writers  spoke  of,  was  but  a  metaphorical  generation,  the  real  and 
eternal  truth  being  shadowed  out  by  a  succession  of  events  in  the 
Economy  of  time,  such  as  is  the  Resurrection,  (Acts  xiii.  33.)  nay, 
the  Nativity ;  and  that  of  these  His  going  forth  to  create  the  worlds 
was  one.  And  he  maintains,  ibid.  iii.  9.  that  such  is  the  mode  of 
speaking  adopted  by  the  Fathers  after  the  Nicene  Council  as  well 
as  before.  And  then  he  adds,  (which  is  our  present  point,)  that  it 
is  even  alluded  to  and  recognised  in  the  Creed  of  the  Council, 
which  anathematizes  those  who  say  that  “  the  Son  was  not  before 
His  generation,”  i.  e.  who  deny  that  “the  Son  was  before  His 
generation,"  which  statement  accordingly  becomes  indirectly  a 
Catholic  truth. 

I  am  not  aware  whether  any  writer  has  preceded  or  followed 
this  great  authority  in  this  view*.  The  more  obvious  mode  of 
understanding  the  Arian  formula  is  this,  that  it  is  an  argument  ex 
absurdo,  drawn  from  the  force  of  the  word  Son,  in  behalf  of  the 
Arian  doctrine ;  it  being,  as  they  would  say,  a  truism,  that, 
“  whereas  He  was  begotten.  He  was  not  before  He  was  begotten,” 
and  the  denial  of  it  a  contradiction  in  terms.  This  certainly  does 
seem  to  myself  the  true  force  of  the  formula ;  so  much  so,  that 
if  Bishop  Bull's  explanation  be  admissible,  it  must,  in  order  to 
its  being  so,  first  be  shewn  to  be  reducible  to  this  sense,  and  to  be 
included  under  it. 

The  point  at  issue  between  the  two  interpretations  is  this ; 
whether  the  clause  orftv  yewMvai  ova  yv  is  intended  for  a  denial  of 
the  C0?i/r«?7/ proposition,  “He  was  before  His  generation,”  as  Bishop 
Bull  says ;  or  whether  it  is  what  Aristotle  calls  an  enthymematic 
sentence,  assuming  the  falsity,  as  confessed  on  all  hands,  of  that 


a  Waterland  expresses  the  view  here 
taken,  and  not  Bishop  Bull’s ;  vol.  i. 
p.  114.  Bull’s  language,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  very  strong  ;  “  Ssepe  olim,  ut 
verum  ingenue  fatear,  animum  meum 
suhiit  admirado,  quid  effato  isto,  ‘  Filius 
priusquam  nasceretur,  non  erat,’  sibi 
volucrint  Ariani.  De  nativitate  Christi 
ex  heatissiina  Virgine  dictum  non  esse 
exponendum  constat. . .  .Itaque  de  na¬ 
tivitate  Filii  loquuntur,  qua;  hujus  uni- 
versi  creationcm  antecessit.  Quis  vero, 


inquam,  sensus  dicti  hujus,  4  Filius  non 
erat,  sive  non  existebat,  priusquam 
nasceretur  ex  Patre  ante  condi turn  mun- 
dum  ?’  Ego  sane  nullus  duhito,  quin 
hoc  pronunciatum  Arianorum  oppositum 
fuerit  Catholicorum  istorum  sententi®, 
qui  docerent,  Filium  quidem  paulo  ante 
conditum  mundum  inexplicabili  quodam 
modo  ex  Patre  progressum  fuisse  ad 
constituendum  univena, ”  &c.  D.  F.  N. 
iii.  9.  §.  2. 
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Note  contrary  proposition,  as  self-contradictory,  and  directly  denying, 
on  not  it,  but  “  He  was  from  everlasting."  Or,  in  other  words, 

D,sc-  whether  it  opposes  the  position  of  the  five  writers,  or  the  great 

- 1 —  Catholic  doctrine  itself;  and  whether  in  consequence  the 

Nicene  Fathers  are  in  their  anathema  indirectly  sanctioning  that 
position,  or  stating  that  doctrine.  Bull  considers  that  both  sides 
contemplated  the  proposition,  “  He  was  before  His  generation,” — 
and  that  the  Catholics  asserted  or  defended  it;  some  reasons  shall 
here  be  given  for  the  contrary  view. 

].  Now  first,  let  me  repeat,  what  was  just  now  observed  by  the 
way,  that  the  formula  in  question,  when  taken  as  an  enthymematic 
sentence,  or  reductio  ad  absurdum,  exactly  expresses  the  main 
argument  of  the  Arians,  which  they  brought  forward  in  so  many 
shapes,  as  feeling  that  their  cause  turned  upon  it,  “  He  is  a  Son, 
therefore  He  had  a  beginning.”  Thus  Socrates  records  Anus’s 
words  in  the  beginning  of  the  controversy,  (1)  “  If  the  Father 
begat  the  Son,  He  who  is  begotten  has  a  beginning  of  existence ; 
(2)  therefore  once  the  Son  was  not,  v,y  on  ovx  4»;  (3)  therefore  He 
has  His  subsistence  from  nothing,  \\  ovx  onm  'iyjn  to  iin-orTcoa-it.” 
Socr.  i.  5  The  first  of  these  propositions  exactly  answers  to  the 
ovx  q\i  7rfiv  ytv»i6v, \ioti  taken  enthymematically  ;  and  it  may  be  added 
that  when  so  taken,  the  three  propositions  will  just  answer  to  the 
three  first  formuliE  anathematized  at  Nicaea,  two  of  which  are 
indisputably  the  same  as  two  of  them  ;  viz.  on  r,y  totI  on  ovx 
ijy  oTt  Trfiv  yiyvnOijvcci  ovx  v,y'  in  e|  owe  onat  ey£>£ to.  On  tile  other 
hand,  we  hear  nothing  in  the  controversy  of  the  position  which 
Bull  conceives  to  be  opposed  by  Arius,  (“  He  ivas  before  His 
generation,”)  that  is,  supposing  the  formula  in  question  does  not 
allude  to  it ;  unless  indeed  it  is  worth  while  to  except  the  statement 
reprobated  in  the  Letter  of  the  Arians  to  Alexander,  on x  a-gor^ov, 
y imnHuTot  ei;  vi'ov,  which  has  been  explained,  p.  97,  note  m. 

2.  Next,  it  should  be  observed  that  the  other  formulae  here,  as 

elsewhere,  mentioned,  are  enthymematic  also,  or  carry  their 
argument  with  them,  and  that,  an  argument  resolvable  often  into 
the  original  argument  derived  from  the  word  “  Son.”  Such  are  o 
as'/  to v  fo  ovtcc  lx  tov  ovre?  tov  ovrx  ;  and  ’ey  to  ayivriToy  n  2vo.  And  ill 
like  manner  as  regards  the  question  of  the  ;  “  Has  He  free 

will,”  thus  Athanasius  states  the  Arian  objection,  “  or  has  He 
not?  is  He  good  from  choice  according  to  free  will,  and  can  He, 
if  He  will,  alter,  being  of  an  alterable  nature?  as  wood  or  stone, 
has  He  not  His  choice  free  to  be  moved,  and  incline  hither  and 
thither?”  supr.  §.  35.  p.  230.  That  is,  they  wished  the  word 
TgwTos  to  carry  with  it  its  own  self-evident  application  to  our 
Lord,  with  the  alternative  of  an  absurdity ;  and  so  to  prove  His 
created  nature. 

3.  in  §.  32.  supr.  p.  227.  S.  Athanasius  observes  that  the  formula 
of  the  uyeyr,Tov  was  the  later  substitute  for  the  original  formulae  of 
Arius ;  “  when  they  were  no  longer  allowed  to  say,  *  out  of 
nothing,’  and  ‘  He  was  not  before  His  generation,’  they  hit  upon 
this  word  Ingenerate,  that,  by  saying  among  the  simple  that  the 
Son  was  generate,  they  might  imply  the  very  same  phrases  ‘  out  of 
nothing’  and  ‘  He  once  was  not.’”  Here  he  does  not  in  so  many 
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words  say  that  the  argument  from  the  ecyttnrot  was  a  substitute  for 
the  ovx.  ytimiUtiti,  yet  surely  it  is  not  unfair  so  to  understand 

him.  But  it  is  plain  that  the  «ysv«T«»  was  brought  forward  merely 
to  express  by  an  appeal  to  philosophy  and  earlier  Fathers,  that  to 
be  a  Son  was  to  have  a  beginning  and  a  creation,  and  not  to  be  God. 
This  therefore  will  be  the  sense  of  the  ouk  w  ysv»u(ii)»cs<.  Nay, 
■when  the  Arians  asked,  “Is  the  neysoirav  one  or  two,”  they  actually 
did  assume  that  it  was  granted  by  their  opponents  that  the  Father 
only  was  iyivtires  ;  which  it  was  not,  if  the  latter  held,  nay,  if  they 
had  sanctioned  at  Nicaea,  as  Bull  says,  that  our  Lord  ■>,•>  ncn  yvnrf r, ; 
and  moreover  which  they  knew  and  confessed  was  not  granted,  if 
their  own  formula  oil*  ij»  argb  y=yy/,^ys4i  was  directed  against  this 
statement. 

4.  Again,  it  is  plain  that  the  oCk  r,i  yrg<v  ysunil h*<,  is  used  by 
S.  Athanasius  as  the  same  objection  with  «  at  tov  #me  I k  roZ  otret. 
See.  E.  g.  he  says,  “  We  might  ask  them  in  turn,  God  who  is,  has 
He  so  become,  whereas  He  was  not?  or  is  He  also  before  His 
generation?  whereas  He  is,  did  He  make  Himself,  or  is  He  of 
nothing,  &c.  §.  25.  p.  216.  Now  the  o  at  rot  yA  otrx,  &tc.  is  evi¬ 
dently  an  argument,  and  that,  grounded  on  the  absurdity  of  saying 
o  at  t'oi  otT*.  S.  Alexander’s  Encyclical  Letter,  (vid.  Socr.  i.  6.) 
compared  with  Arius’s  original  positions  and  the  Nicene  Anathemas 
as  referred  to  above,  is  a  strong  confirmation.  In  these  three 
documents  the  formulae  agree  together,  except  one  ;  and  that  one, 
which  in  Arius’s  language  is  “  he  who  is  begotten  has  a  beginning 
of  existence,”  is  in  the  Nicene  Anathema,  ovk  rtt  jrgi»  yvmfUteu,  but 
in  S.  Alexander’s  circular,  o  at  Qios  rot  fth  otrx  Ik  r oZ  yo  a  tret  orlov  oi^Kit. 
The  absence  of  the  oCk  ry  * %'n,  & c.  in  S.  Alexander  is  certainly 
remarkable.  Moreover  the  two  formulae  are  treated  as  synony¬ 
mous  by  Greg.  Naz.  Orat.  29-  9-  Cyril.  Thesaur.  4.  p.  29  fin.  and 
by  Basil  as  quoted  below.  But  indeed  there  is  an  internal 
correspondence  between  them,  shewing  that  they  have  but  one 
meaning.  They  are  really  but  the  same  sentence  in  the  active 
and  in  the  passive  voice. 

5.  A  number  of  scattered  passages  in  Athanasius  lead  us  to  the 

same  conclusion.  For  instance,  if  the  Arian  formula  had  the  sense 
which  is  here  maintained,  of  being  an  argument  against  our  Lord’s 
eternity,  the  Catholic  answer  would  be,  “He  could  not  be  before 
His  generation  because  His  generation  is  eternal,  as  being  from 
the  Father.”  Now  this  is  precisely  the  language  Athanasius 
uses,  when  it  occurs  to  him  to  introduce  the  words  in  question. 
Thus  in  Orat.  ii.  §.  57.  he  says,  “  The  creatures  began  to  come  to  be 
(y(W0«i) ;  but  the  Word  of  God,  not  having  beginning  (*g^>i»)  of 
being,  surely  did  not  begin  to  be,  nor  begin  to  come  to  be,  but  was 
always.  And  the  works  have  a  beginning  in  the  making, 

and  the  beginning  precedes  things  which  come  to  be ;  but  the 
Word  not  being  of  such,  rather  Himself  becomes  the  Framer  of 
those  things  which  have  a  beginning.  And  the  being  of  things 
generate  is  measured  by  their  becoming  (i»  t®  yine-Sxi),  and  at 
some  beginning  (origin)  doth  God  begin  to  make  them  through 
the  Word,  that  it  may  he  known  that  they  were  not  before  their 
generation  (*■§/»  yttirdui) ;  but  the  Word  hath  His  being  in  no  other 
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Note  origin  than  the  Father,”  (vid.  supr.  p.  \Q5,  note  a.)  “whom  they 
°N  themselves  allow  to  be  unoriginate,  so  that  He  too  exists  unorigi- 
jSC'  nately  in  the  Father,  being  His  offspring  not  His  creature.”  We 

- : —  shall  find  that  other  Fathers  say  just  the  same.  .Again,  we  have 

already  come  to  a  passage  where  for  “  His  generation,"  he  substi¬ 
tutes  “making,”  a  word  which  Bull  would  not  say  that  either 
the  Xicene  Council  or  S.  Hippolytus  would  use;  clearly  shewing 
that  the  Arians  were  not  quoting  and  denying  a  Catholic  statement 
in  the  oix  ijy  &c.  but  laying  down  one  of  their  own.  “  Who 
is  there  in  all  mankind,  Greek  or  Barbarian,  who  ventures  to  rank 
among  creatures  One  whom  he  confesses  the  while  to  be  God,  and 
says  that  “  He  was  not  before  He  was  made,  rr^iy  7rar,6rj.”  Orat.i.  §.  10. 
p.  194.  Arius,  who  is  surely  the  best  explainer  of  his  own  words, 
says  the  same  ;  that  is,  he  interprets  “generation”  by  “making,” 
or  confesses  that  he  is  bringing  forward  an  argument,  not  opposing 
a  dogma ;  “  Before  His  generation,”  he  says,  “  or  creation,  or 
destination,  Rom.  1,  4.)  or  founding,  (vid.  Prov.  8,  23.)  He 

was  not;  for  He  was  not  ingenerate.”  Theod.  Hist.  i.  4.  Eusebius 
of  Xicomedia  also,  in  a  passage  which  has  already  come  before  us, 
says  distinctly,  “It  is  plain  to  any  one,  that  what  has  been  made  was 
not  before  its  generation ;  but  what  came  to  be  has  an  origin  of 
being.”  de  Syn.  §.  17.  supr.  p.  99. 

6.  If  there  are  passages  in  Athanasius  which  seem  to  favour  the 
opposite  interpretation,  that  is,  to  imply  that  the  Catholics  held  or 
allowed,  as  Bp.  Bull  considers,  that  “before  His  generation.  He 
was,’  they  admit  of  an  explanation.  E.  g.  “  How  is  He  not  in  the 
number  of  the  creatures,  if,  as  they  say.  He  was  not  before  His 
generation?  for  it  is  proper  to  the  creatures  and  works,  not  to  be 
before  their  generation.  Orat.  ii.  §.  22.  This  might  be  taken  to 
imply  that  the  Arians  said  “  He  was  not,”  and  Catholics  “  He  wTas.” 
But  the  real  meaning  is  this,  “  How  is  He  not  a  creature,  if  the 
formula  be  true,  which  they  use,  ‘  He  was  not  before  His  gene¬ 
ration?’  for  it  may  indeed  properly  be  said  of  creatures  that  '  they 
were  not  before  their  generation.’  ”  And  so  again  when  he  says, 
“  if  the  Son  was  not  before  His  generation.  Truth  was  not  always 
in  God supr.  §.  20.  p.  209-  he  does  not  thereby  imply  that  the 
Son  was  before  His  generation,  but  he  means,  “  if  it  be  true  that, 
&c”  “if  the  formula  holds,"  “if  it  can  be  said  of  the  Son,  'He 
was  not,  &c.’  ”  Accordingly,  shortly  afterwards,  in  a  passage 
already  cited,  he  says  the  same  of  the  Almighty"  Father  in  the  way 
of  parallel ;  “  God  who  is,  hath  He  so  become,  whereas  He  was 
not,  or  is  He  loo  before  His  generation  ?"  §.  25.  p.  216.  not  implying 
here  any  generation  at  ah,  but  urging  that  the  question  is  idle  and 
irrelevant,  that  the  formula  is  unmeatiing  and  does  not  apply  to, 
cannot  be  said  of.  Father  or  Son. 

7-  Such  an  explanation  of  these  passages,  as  well  as  the  view 
here  taken  of  the  formula  itself,  receive  abundant  confirmation 
from  S.  Gregory  Nazianzen  and  S.  Hilary.  What  has  been  main¬ 
tained  is,  that  when  S.  Athanasius  says,  “if  the  Son  is  not  before 
His  generation,  then,  &c."  he  does  but  mean,  “if  it  can  be  said,” 
“if  the  words  can  be  used  or  applied  in  this  case.”  Now  the 
two  Fathers  just  mentioned  both  decide  that  it  is  not  true,  either 
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that  the  Son  was  before  His  generation,  or  that  He  was  not;  in  Note 
other  words,  that  the  question  is  unmeaning  and  irrelevant,  which  ON 
is  just  the  interpretation  which  has  been  here  given  to  Athanasius.  ^SC- 

But  again,  in  thus  speaking,  they  thereby  assert  also  that  they  did - 1 — 

not  hold,  that  they  do  not  allow,  that  formula  which  Bull  considers 
the  Nicene  Fathers  defended  and  sanctioned,  as  being  Catholic  and  in 
use  both  before  the  Council  and  after,  viz.  “  He  was  before  His 
generation.”  Thus  S.  Gregory  in  the  passage  in  which  he  speaks 
of  “did  He  thatis  make  Him  that  is  not,  &c.”and  “before  His  gene¬ 
ration,  Sec.”  as  one  and  the  same,  expressly  says,  “  In  His  case,  to 
be  begotten  is  concurrent  with  existence  and  is  from  the  begin¬ 
ning,”  and  that  in  contrast  to  the  instance  of  men  ;  who,  he  says, 
do  fulfil  in  a  manner  “He  who  is,  &c.”  (Levi  being  in  the  loins 
of  Abraham,)  i.  e.  fulfil  Bull’s  proposition,  “  He  was  before  gene¬ 
ration.”  He  proceeds,  “  I  say  that  the  question  is  irrelevant,  not  the 
answer  difficult.”  And  presently,  after  mentioning  some  idle 
inquiries  by  way  of  parallel,  he  adds,  “more  ill-instructed,  be 
sure,  is  it  to  decide  whether  what  was  generated  from  the  begin¬ 
ning  was  or  was  not  before  generation,  ?rgo  r?s  yevwj Wias.”  Orat 

2  9-9- 

8.  S.  Hilary,  on  the  other  hand,  is  so  full  on  the  subject  in  his 
de  Trin.  xii.  and  so  entirely  to  the  point  for  which  I  would 
adduce  him,  that  but  a  few  extracts  of  what  might  be  made,  are 
either  necessary  or  practicable.  He  states  and  argues  on  the  formula 
expressly  as  an  objection;  “Adjiciant  hsec  arguta  satis  atque 
audilu  placentia  ;  Si,  inquit,  natus  est,  ccepit ;  et  cum  coepit,  non 
fuit ;  et  cum  non  fuit,  non  patitur  ut  fuerit.  Atque  idcirco  piae 
intelligentiae  sermonem  esse  contendant.  Non  fuit  ante  quam 
nasccretur,  quia  ut  esset,  qui  non  erat,  non  qui  erat,  natus  est.” 
n.  18.  He  answers  the  objection  in  the  same  way,  “  Unigenitus 
Deus  neque  non  fuit  aliquando  non  filius,  neque  fuit  aliquid  ante 
quam  filius,  neque  quidquam  aliquid  ipse  nisi  filius,”  n.  15.  which 
is  in  express  words  to  deny,  “He  was  before  His  generation.” 

Again,  as  Gregory,  “  Ubi  pater  auctor  est,  ibi  et  nativitas  est ;  et 
verb  ubi  auctor  aeternus  est,  ibi  et  nativitatis  aeternitas  est.”  n.  21. 

And  he  substitutes  “  being  always  born”  for  “  being  before  birth 
“Numquid  ante  tempora  seterna  esse,  id  ipsum  sit  quod  est, 
eum  qui  erat  nasci?  quia  nasci  quod  erat,  jam  non  nasci  est,  sed 
se  ipsum  demutare  nascendo.  .  .  .  Non  est  itaque  id  ipsum,  natum 
ante  tempora  aeterna  semper  esse,  et  esse  antequam  nasci.”  n.  30. 

And  he  concludes,  in  accordance  with  the  above  explanation  of 
the  passages  of  Athanasius  which  I  brought  as  if  objections, 
thus:  Cum  itaque  natum  semper  esse,  nihil  aliud  sit  confitendum 
esse,  quam  natum,  id  sensui,  antequam  nascitur  vel  fitissc  vel  non 
fuisse,  non  subjacet.  n.  31. 

9-  It  may  seem  superfluous  to  proceed,  but  as  Bishop  Bull  is  an 
authority  not  lightly  to  be  set  aside,  a  passage  from  S.  Basil  shall 
be  added.  Eunomius  objects,  “  God  begat  the  Son  either  being  or 
not  being,  &c  ...  to  him  that  is,  there  needs  not  generation.”  He 
replies  that  Eunomius,  “because  animals  first  are  not,  and  then  are 
generated,  and  he  who  is  born  to-day,  yesterday  did  not  exist, 
transfers  this  conception  to  the  subsistence  of  the  Only-begotten ; 
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Note  and  says,  since  He  has  been  generated,  He  was  not  before  His 
ON  generation,  Frgd  t S?  yiFF»Ve<wf."  contr.  Eunom.ii.  14.  And  he  solves 
Disc,  the  objection  as  the  other  Fathers,  bv  saying  that  our  Lord  is  from 

- I —  everlasting,  speaking  of  S.  John,  in  the  first  words  of  his  Gospel, 

as  rjf  ccihil tdti  tov  77 rov  poioytioZ;  crvtUTTTUt  y'tirnnr.  §.  15. 

These  then  being  the  explanations  which  the  contemporary  and 
next  following  Fathers  give  of  the  Arian  formula  which  was 
anathematized  at  Nicaea,  it  must  be  observed  that  the  line  of 
argument  which  Bishop  Bull  is  pursuing,  does  not  lead  him 
to  assign  any  direct  reasons  for  the  substitution  of  a  different 
interpretation  in  their  place.  He  is  engaged,  not  in  commenting 
on  the  Nicene  Anathema,  but  in  proving  that  the  Post  Nicene 
Fathers  admitted  that  view  or  statement  of  doctrine  which  he 
conceives  also  implied  in  that  anathema ;  and  thus  the  sense 
of  the  anathema,  instead  of  being  the  subject  of  proof,  is,  as  he 
believes,  one  of  the  proofs  of  the  point  which  he  is  establishing. 
However,  since  these  other  collateral  evidences  which  he  adduces, 
may  be  taken  to  be  some  sort  of  indirect  comment  upon  the 
words  of  the  Anathema,  the  principal  of  them  in  point  of  autho¬ 
rity,  and  that  which  most  concerns  us,  shall  here  be  noticed :  it 
is  a  passage  from  the  second  Oration  of  Athanasius. 

While  commenting  on  the  words,  d^yy.  d?  tA  egy*  in  the 
text,  “  The  Lord  has  created  Me  the  beginning  of  His  ways  unto 
the  works,”  S.  Athanasius  is  led  to  consider  the  text  “  first  born 
of  every  creature,”  tt^wtotoicos  xrltna; ;  and  he  says  that  He 

who  was  ftoyoysvijz  from  eternity,  became  by  a  o-yyx.«T«/3a<ri;  at  the 
creation  of  the  world  TrgaiToVoxos.  This  doctrine  Bp.  Bull  considers 
declaratory  of  a  going  forth,  va;,  or  figurative  birth  from  the 
Father,  at  the  beginning  of  all  things. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  very  point  to  be  proved  is  this,  viz. 
not  that  there  wras  a  cvy merely,  but  that  according  to 
Athanasius  there  was  a  yinnm  or  proceeding  from  the  Father, 
and  that  the  word  irgaraTaxe?  marks  it.  Bull’s  words  are,  that 
“  Catholici  quidam  Doctores,  qui  post  exortam  controversiam 
Arianam  vixerunt,  .  .  .  illam  tow  xiytv  ....  ex  Patre  progressionem 
(quam  et  c-vyr-urd/Sun*,  hoc  est,  condescensionem  eorum  nonnulli 
appellarunt,)  ad  condendum  haec  universa  agnovere ;  and  ejus 
etiam  progressionis  respeclu  ipsum  tof  Ao'yaF  a  Deo  Patre  quasi 
natum  fuisse  et  omnis  creaturae  primogenihnn  in  Scripturis  dici 
confessi  sunt.  D.  F.  N.  iii.  9-  §•  L  Now  I  consider  that  S.  Atha¬ 
nasius  does  not,  as  this  sentence  says,  understand  by  primogenitus 
that  our  Lord  was  “progressionis  respectu  A  Deo  Patre  quasi 
natus.”  He  does  not  seem  to  me  to  speak  of  a  generation  or  birth 
of  the  Son  at  all,  though  figurative,  but  of  the  birth  of  all  things, 
and  that  in  Him. 

That  Athanasius  does  not  call  the  <rvyx.u.Tdgci<ri$  of  the  Word 
a  birth,  as  denoted  by  the  term  is  plain  from  his 

own  avowal  in  the  passage  to  which  Bull  refers.  “  No  where 
in  the  Scriptures,”  he  says,  “is  He  called  ^gardroxe?  rdZ  QioZ, 
first  born  of  God,  nor  creature  of  God,  but  Only-begotten,  Word, 
Wisdom,  have  their  relation  to  the  Father,  and  are  proper 
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to  Him.”  ii.  (>2.  Here  surely  lie  expressly  denies  Bull’s  state¬ 
ment  that  “  first  born”  means  “  a  Deo  natus,”  “  born  of  God.” 
Such  additions  as  rex  ft.  roZ  ■prxTgbf,  he  says,  are  reserved  for  povoyt- 
v^5  and  Xoyog. 

He  goes  on  to  say  rvhal  the  term  ^wto’toxos  does  mean  ;  viz. 
instead  of  having  any  reference  to  a  ngt ixiva-ig  from  the  Father,  it 
refers  solely  to  the  creatures ;  our  Lord  is  not  called  Trg&iraroxo?, 
because  His  7rgtstevrif  is  a  type  of  His  eternal  generation,  but 
because  by  that  rr He  became  the  Prototype  of  all  creation. 
He,  as  it  were,  stamped  His  image.  His  Sonship,  upon  creation, 
and  became  the  first  born  in  the  sense  of  being  the  Archetypal 
Son.  If  this  is  borne  out  by  the  passage,  Athanasius,  it  is  plain, 
does  not  speak  of  any  yhvr,c-^  whatever  at  the  era  of  creation, 
though  figurative ;  ^rgaiTOToxos  does  but  mean  povoyivti;  vrgaTivav  iv 
t>i  KTitrn,  or  t ?;  ktiwius,  or  yivvnyci,  or  povos  ytvv/iT0<; 

iv  roTs  y£)n)Ta75 ;  and  no  warrant  is  given,  however  indirect,  to  the 
idea  that  in  the  Nicene  Anathema,  the  Fathers  implied  an  allow¬ 
ance  of  the  proposition,  “  He  was  before  His  generation.” 

As  the  whole  passage  occurs  in  the  Discourse  which  immediately 
follows,  it  is  not  necessary  to  enter  formally  into  the  proof  of  this 
view  of  it,  when  the  reader  will  soon  be  able  to  judge  of  it  for 
himself.  But  it  may  be  well  to  add  two  passages,  one  from 
Athenagoras,  the  other  from  St.  Cyril,  not  in  elucidation  of  the 
words  of  Athanasius,  but  of  the  meaning  which  I  would  put 
upon  them. 

The  passage  from  Athenagoras  is  quoted  by  Bull  himself,  who 
of  course  is  far  from  denying  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord’s  Archetypal 
office ;  and  does  but  wish  in  addition  to  find  in  Athanasius  the 
doctrine  of  a  yivvn<ris.  Athenagoras  says  that  the  Son  is  “the  first 
offspring,  7rearov  yivvYipx,  of  the  Father,  not  as  come  to  be,  yt vlfitvov, 
(for  God  being  Eternal  Mind  had  from  the  beginning  in  Himself 
the  Word,  as  having  Reason  eternally,  Xoync'o;  &iv,)  but  that,  while 
as  regards  matter  heavy  and  light  were  mixed  together,”  (the 
passage  is  corrupt  here,)  “  He  went  forth,  Tr^otxSav,  as  an  idea 
and  energy,’’  i.  e.  as  an  Agent  to  create,  and  a  Form  and  Rule  to 
create  by.  And  then  he  goes  on  to  quote  the  very  text  on  which 
Athanasius  is  employed  when  he  explains  tt^totoxo;.  “  And  the 
Prophetic  Spirit  confirms  this  doctrine,  saying,  “  The  Lord  hath 
created  Me  a  beginning  (origin)  of  His  ways,  for  His  works.” 
Leg.  10. 

And  so  S.  Cyril,  “  He  is  Only-begotten  according  to  nature,  as 
being  alone  from  the  Father,  God  from  God,  Light  kindled  from 
Light  ;  and  He  is  First-born  for  our  sakes,  that,  as  if  to  some  im¬ 
mortal  root  the  whole  creation  might  be  ingrafted  and  might  bud 
forth  from  the  Everlasting.  For  all  things  were  made  by  Him, 
and  consist  for  ever  and  are  preserved  in  Him.”  Thesaur.  25.  p.  238. 

In  conclusion  it  may  be  suggested  whether  the  same  explanation 
which  has  here  been  given  of  Athanasius’s  use  of  does 

not  avail  more  exactly  to  the  defence  of  two  of  the  five  writers 
from  the  charge  of  inaccurate  doctrine,  than  that  which  Bull  has 
preferred. 
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As  to  Athenagoras,  we  have  already  seen  that  lie  does  not  speak 
of  a  yimns  at  all  in  his  account  of  creation,  but  simply  calls  the 
Son  yivr/iftct,  1.  e.  7tr^a  rorusrsf 

Nor  does  Tatian  approach  nearer  to  the  doctrine  of  a  ymue-ij. 
He  says  that  at  the  creation  the  Word  i^yo »  x^onl tokoi  tou  tut^ 
yimaf  tovtov  "Icrpi y  -rov  x,ie-pov  rtj»  ad  Gra'C.  .5.  Here  the  word 

t^yov,  which  at  first  sight  promises  a  difficulty,  does  in  fact  explain 
both  himself  and  Athenagoras.  He  says  that  at  creation  the  Word 
became,  y'mrcu,  not  a  Son  (figuratively),  as  Bull  would  grant  to 
the  parties  whom  he  is  opposing,  but  a  work.  It  was  His  great 
condescension,  s-uyx«T«/366!-(;,  to  be  accounted  the  first  of  the  works, 
as  being  their  type  ;  that  as  they  were  to  be  raised  to  an  adoption 
and  called  sons,  so  He  for  that  purpose  might  stoop  to  creation, 
and  be  called  a  work.  As  Tatian  uses  the  word  in  the  con¬ 
cluding  clause,  there  is  great  reason  to  think  that  he  is  alluding 
to  the  very  text  which  Athanasius  and  Athenagoras  expressly  quote, 
in  which  Wisdom  is  said  to  be  “  created  a  beginning,  a^y}.,  of  ways, 
unto  the  marks,  its  ra.  ’teyit. 

As  to  Novatian,  Bishop  Bull  himself  observes  that  it  is  a  question 
whether  he  need  be  understood  to  speak  of  any  generation  but 
That  which  is  eternal;  nor  does  Pamelius  otherwise  explain  him. 
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A  Publication,  answering  to  the  above  title,  appeared  to  the  Editors 
calculated  to  answer  many  and  important  ends,  and  to  supply  considerable 
wants,  some  peculiar  to  our  own  Church  and  times,  others  more  general. 

Their  chief  grouuds  for  thinking  it  very  desirable  were  such  as  the  fol¬ 
lowing: — 

1.  The  great  intrinsic  value  of  many  of  the  works  of  the  Fathers,  which 
are,  at  present,  inaccessible,  except  to  such  as  have  large  libraries,  and  are 
familiar  with  the  languages  in  which  they  are  written  ;  and  this  the  more, 
since  a  mere  general  acquaintance  with  the  language  will  not  enable  a 
person  to  read  with  ease  many  of  the  Fathers.  E.  g.  Knowledge  of 
Latin  alone  will  not  suffice  to  read  Tertullian:  and  in  cases  less  strong, 
ecclesiastical  language  and  peculiarity  of  style  will  often  present  consider¬ 
able  difficulties  at  first. 

2.  The  desirableness  of  bringing  together  select  works  of  different 
Fathers.  Many  who  would  wish  to  become  acquainted  with  the  Fathers, 
know  not  where  to  begin  ;  and  scarcely  any  have  the  means  to  procure  any 
great  number  of  their  works.  Editions  of  the  whole  works  of  a  Father, 
(such  as  we  for  the  most  part  have,)  are  obviously  calculated  for  divines, 
not  for  private  individuals :  they  furnish  more  of  the  works  of  each  Father 
than  most  require,  and  their  expense  precludes  the  acquisition  of  others. 

3.  The  increased  demand  for  sacred  reading.  The  Clergy  of  one  period 
are  obviously  unequal  to  meet  demands  so  rapid,  and  those  of  our  day  have 
additional  hindrances,  from  the  great  increased  amount  pf  practical  duties. 
Where  so  much  is  to  he  produced,  there  is  of  necessity  great  danger  that 
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much  will  not  be  so  mature  as,  on  these  subjects,  is  especially  to  be  desired. 
Our  occupations  do  not  leave  time  for  mature  thought. 

4.  Every  body  of  Christians  has  a  peculiar  character,  which  tends  to 
make  them  look  upon  the  system  of  faith,  committed  to  us,  on  a  particular 
side;  and  so,  if  they  carry  it  on  by  themselves,  they  insensibly  contract  its 
limits  and  depth,  and  virtually  lose  a  great  deal  of  what  they  think  that 
they  hold.  While  the  system  of  the  Church,  as  expressed  by  her  Creeds 
and  Liturgy,  remains  the  same,  that  of  her  members  will  gradually  become 
contracted  and  shallow,  unless  continually  enlarged  and  refreshed.  In 
ancient  times  this  tendency  was  remedied  by  the  constant  living  intercourse 
between  the  several  branches  of  the  Catholic  Church,  by  the  circulation  of 
the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the  several  Churches,  and,  in  part,  by  the 
present  method — translation.  We  virtually  acknowledge  the  necessity  of 
such  accessions  by  our  importations  from  Germany  and  America ;  but  the 
circumstances  of  Germany  render  mere  translation  unadvisable,  and  most 
of  the  American  Theology  proceeds  from  bodies  who  have  altered  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  Sacraments. 

5.  The  peculiar  advantages  of  the  Fathers  in  resisting  heretical  errors, 
in  that  they  had  to  combat  the  errors  in  their  original  form,  before  men’s 
minds  were  familiarized  with  them,  and  so  risked  partaking  of  them;  and 
also  in  that  they  lived  nearer  to  the  Apostles. 

6.  The  great  comfort  of  being  able  to  produce,  out  of  Christian  antiquity, 
refutations  of  heresy,  (such  as  the  different  shades  of  the  Arian  :)  thereby 
avoiding  the  necessity  of  discussing,  ourselves,  profane  errors,  which,  on  so 
high  mysteries,  cannot  be  handled  without  pain,  and  rarely  without  injury 
to  our  own  minds. 

7.  The  advantage  which  some  of  the  Fathers  (e.  g.  St.  Chrysostom) 
possessed  as  Commentators  on  the  New  Testament,  from  speaking  its  lan¬ 
guage. 

D  O  ^  # 

8.  The  value  of  having  an  ocular  testimony  of  the  existence  of  Catholic 
verity,  and  Catholic  agreement;  that  truth  is  not  merely  w-hat  a  man 
troweth ;  that  the  Church  once  was  one,  and  spake  one  language ;  and 
that  the  present  unhappy  divisions  are  not  necessary  and  unavoidable. 

9.  The  circumstance  that  the  Anglican  branch  of  the  Church  Catholic 
is  founded  upon  Holy  Scripture  and  the  agreement  of  the  Universal  Church ; 
and  that  therefore  the  knowledge  of  Christian  antiquity  is  necessary  in 
order  to  understand  and  maintain  her  doctrines,  and  especially  her  Creeds 
and  her  Liturgy. 

10.  The  importance,  at  the  present  crisis,  of  exhibiting  the  real  practical 
value  of  Catholic  Antiquity,  which  is  disparaged  by  Romanists  in  order  to 
make  way  for  the  later  Councils,  and  by  others  in  behalf  of  modern  and 
private  interpretations  of  Holy  Scripture.  The  character  of  Catholic  anti¬ 
quity,  and  of  the  scheme  of  salv  ation,  as  set  forth  therein,  cannot  be  ap¬ 
preciated  through  the  broken  sentences  of  the  Fathers,  which  men  pick  up 
out  of  controversial  divinity. 

1 1.  The  great  danger  in  which  Romanists  are  of  lapsing  into  secret  infi¬ 
delity,  not  seeing  how  to  escape  from  the  palpable  errors  of  their  own 
Church,  without  falling  into  the  opposite  errors  of  Ultra-Protestants.  It 
appeared  an  act  of  especial  charity  to  point  out  to  such  of  them  as  are  dissa¬ 
tisfied  with  the  state  of  their  own  Church,  a  body  of  ancient  Catholic  truth, 
free  from  the  errors,  alike  of  modern  Rome  and  of  Ultra-Protestantism. 

12.  Gratitude  to  Almighty  God,  who  has  raised  up  these  great  lights 
in  the  Church  of  Christ,  and  set  them  there  for  its  benefit  in  all  times. 


EXTRACTS  FROM  THE  PLAN  OF  THE  WORK. 


1.  The  subjects  of  the  several  treatises  to  be  published  shall  mainly  be,  Doctrine, 
Practice,  Exposition  of  Holy  Scripture,  Refutation  of  Heresy,  or  History. 

2.  The  treatises  shall  be  published  entire,  so  as  to  form  a  whole. 

6.  Each  volume  shall  consist  either  of  a  work  or  works  of  a  single  Father,  or  of  those 
of  several  Fathers  upon  the  same  subject,  or  connected  subjects,  as  in  selections  of 
Homilies. 

8.  The  Editors  hold  themselves  responsible  for  the  selection  of  the  several  treatises 
to  be  translated,  as  also  for  the  faithfulness  of  the  translations. 

11.  The  originals  of  the  works  translated  shall  be  printed*.  It  would  be  well, 
therefore,  if  Subscribers  would  specify,  if  they  wish  for  the  originals,  either  with  or 
■without  the  translations. 

12.  It  is  understood  that  subscriptions  continue,  until  it  be  intimated  that  they  are 
discontinued,  and  that  they  extend,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  to  the  end  of  each 

year. 

14.  Not  more  than  four  volumes  to  appear  in  each  year:  the  price  to  Subscribers  not 
to  exceed  9s.  for  a  closely  printed  8vo  of  400  pages;  to  the  public  it  will  be  raised 
one-fourth.  When  old  Translations  are  revised,  the  price  will  be  diminished. 

15.  No  volume  can  be  subscribed  for  after  it  is  published;  but  the  Subscription  l  ist 
remains  open  for  the  future  volumes. 

*  The  object  of  publishing  the  originals  has  been  steadily  hept  in  view,  though  delayed  by 
difficulties ,  inseparable  from  the  commencement  of  such  an  undertaking,  as  well  as  by  sorrowful 
dispensations.  Collations  of  foreign  MSS.  have  now  been  in  part  obtuined,  in  part  are  being 
made,  for  S.  Chrysostom' s  Homilies  on  S.  Paul,  S.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem ,  Macarius,  and 
Tertullian. 
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..Ret;.  J.  Mozley ,  M.A  A  Fellow  of  Magdalen. 

.Rev.  H.  E  Manning ,  M.A.  late  Fellow  of  Merton 
. .  Rev.  J.  H.  Newman ,  R  D. 
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Boissier,  Rev.  P.  E.  Malvern  Wells 
Boissier,  Rev.  G.  R.  Penshurst 
Bolster,  Mr.  L.  H.  Bookseller,  Cork 
Bolton,  Lord 

Bond,  Rev.  N.  Holme  House,  Dorset 
‘Bormey,  Rev.  Thos.  Rugeley 
Bonnev,  Ven.  Archdeacon,  King’s  Cliff, 
Oundle 

Boodle,  Rev.  R.  G.  Compton  Dando, 
near  Bath 

tBorrodaile,  Rev.  A.  Ch.  Ch. 
Bosanquet,  Rev.  E.  (Chrysostom) 
‘Bosanquet,  Rev.  R.  W. 

Bosanquet,  James,  Esq. 

Bosanquet,  S.  Esq.  East  Woodhay, 
Newbury 

Bosanquet,  W.  H.  Esq. 

Bosanquet,  S.  Esq.  Montagu  Place 
Bourke,  Rev.  S.  G. 

Bourne,  Geo.  Esq.  Bath 
‘Bowden,  J.  W.  Esq. 

Bawdier,  Rev.  T.  Sydenham 
Bowles,  H.  A.  Esq.  St.John’s  Coll. 
Bowles,  Rev.  F.  A.  GrafFham,  Sussex 
tBowstead,  Rev.  J.  Greetham  near 
IJorncasile 

*Bowyer,  Rev.  W.  A. 

Boyle,  Rev.  John,  Brighouse,  Yorkshire 
Bradford,  Rev.  C.  Vicar  of  Arlington, 
Sussex 

Bradshaw,  J.  Esq.  Nottingham 
Bray,  late  Rev.  Dr.  Associates  of,  5  copies 
Bray,  Rev.  E.  A. 

Brereton,  Chas.  Esq.  New  Coll. 
Brereton,  Rev.  John,  New  Coll. 

Brett,  Mr.  Stoke  Newington 
‘Brewer,  Rev.  J.  S.  Queen’s  Coll. 
Brewster,  Rev.  W.  Buckland  Newton, 
near  Came  Abbas,  Dorset 
Brickwood,  W.  Esq.  St.  Mary  Hall 
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’Bridges,  B.  C.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 
Bridges,  Rev.  Brook  Edw.  Mert.  Coll. 
tBridges,  Rev. A.  H.  Beddinglon  House, 
near  Croydon 

Bridges,  Kev.  C.  Old  Newton,  Stow- 
market 

Brightwell,  Mr.  Barnstaple 
•Brine,  James  G.  Esq.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Bristol  Literary  Society 
Broadbent,  Rev.  C.  F.  Worfield,  Shrop¬ 
shire 

Brockman,  Rev.  J.  St.  Clerneut’s, 
Sandwich,  Kent 
Brogden,  Rev.  James 
Brook,  Rev.  W.  Bentley  Rectory, 
Ipswich,  Suffolk 

•Brooke,  Rev.  T.  R.  Avening, 
Minchinhampton 
Brooke,  Rev.  W. 

Brooksbank,  Rev,  C.  Ch.  Ch. 
Broughton,  H.  V.  Esq.  St.  Peter’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Broughton,  Rev.  B.  S.  Washington, 
Durham 

tBrowell,  Rev.  W.  R.  Pembroke  Coll. 
Brown,  Messrs.  Booksellers,  Leicester 
Brown,  Rev.  E.  Leeds 
t Brown,  Kev.  Henry,  Chichester 
Brown,  Rev.  Henry 

*Browne,  Rev.  R.  W.  King’s  Coll. 
London 

Brown,  Rev.  \V.  L.  Ch.  Ch. 

Browne,  Rev.  T.  C.  Magdalen  Hall 
Browne,  Rev.  W.  R.  Harlington, 
Hounslow 

Browne,  Rev.  E.  H.  Emmanuel  Coll. 
Camb. 

Bruce,  Lewis,  Esq.  Baliiol  Coll. 

Bruce,  Rev.  W.  Duffryn,  near  Cardiff 
Bryant,  Mr.  L.  Bookseller,  Gloucester 
Brymer,  Yen.  Archdeacon,  Pulteney 
Street,  Bath 

•Buchanan,  Mrs.  Dursley,  Gloucester¬ 
shire 

Buck,  —  Esq.  Jersey 
Buckerfield,  Rev.  F.  H.  Little  Bedwin 
Buckle,  W.  H.  Esq.  Bridgewater 
Buckley,  Mr. 

•Buckley,  Rev.  Joseph,  Hrllsley 
Buckley,  W.  E.  Esq.  Brasenose  Coll. 


Buckley,  W,  H.  G.  Esq.  Bradford, 
Yorkshire 

Bukett,  T.  Esq.  Malton 
Bull,  Rev.  John,  D.D.  Canon  of 
ph.  Ch. 

•Buller,  Rev.  A.  Mary  Tavy,  Tavistock 
Buller,  John  Edw.  Esq. 

Bulley,  Rev.  F.  Magdalen  Coll. 
Bullock,  W.  Esq.  Kilburn 
Bunting,  Rev.  E.  S. 

Bunyon,  Robert  J.  Esq. 

Burlton,  Rev.  J.  F. 

Burnaby,  Rev.  Robt.  Leicester 
Burney,  Rev.  C.  Magdalen 
Burns,  Mr.  I. 

•Burrows,  Rev.  H.  N.  Hull  College 
•Burrows,  H.  W.  Esq.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Burton,  T.  Esq.  St.  Peter’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 

•Bute,  The  Marquis  of 
Butler,  Rev.  Dr.  Clergy  Orphan  School, 
St.  John’s  Wood 

Butler,  Rev.  I.  Inkpen,  Newbury 
Butler,  Rev.  Jas.  York 
Butler,  Rev.  T.  Midhurst 
Buttemer,  Rev.  Mr.  Aldham 
Butler,  W.  J.  Esq.  B.A.  Dogmersfield, 
Hants 

•Butterfield, Rev.  John,  Bradford,  York¬ 
shire 

Butterworth,  Rev.  J.  H.  Exeter  Coll. 


Caistor,  Wm.  Y.  Esq. 

•Caldwell,  Captain 
Caldwell,  Rev.  R  Madras 
Cambridge  Union  Society 
Campbell,  Rev.  II. 

Campbell,  Rev.  S.  C.  St.  Nicholl’s,  near 
Cardiff 

tCampion,  H.  Esq.  Brighton 
•Campion,  Rev.  Heathcote,  Danny 
Canterbury  Clerical  Book  Society 
Capes,  Rev.  J.  M.  Shipton-le-Moine, 
Tetbury 

Capper, Rev. D.  Huntley.Gloucestershire 
Capper,  Rev.  George,  Wherstead 
•Capper,  S.  J.  Esq.  Leyton 
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Carey,  E.  L.  Esq.  Philadelphia 
Carey,  Rev.  C. 

*Carey,  Rev.  H.  Oriel  Coll. 

Carlyon,  Rev.  E. 

Carlyon,  Rev.  J.  St.  Merin,  Cornwall 
Carlyon,  Rev.  Philip,  Colchester 
Carrighan,  Rev.  G. 

Carter,  Rev.  W.  Eton  College 
Carter,  Rev.  John,  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Carter,  Rev.  Mr.  Bristol 
•Carter,  Rev.  T.  T.  Piddlehinton, 
Dorset 

Carthew,  Rev.  J.  Treneglos,  Launceston 
Cartwright,  Rev.  J.  B. 

Carwardine,  Rev.  C.  W.  Tolleshunt 
Knights,  Essex 
tCary,  Isaac  Preston,  Esq. 

Case,  Rev.  James,  Liverpool 
Cator,  Mr.  Launceston 
Cator,  Rev.  John,  Wakefield 
Caulfield,  Rev.  W.  Pallas,  Kerry 
Cavendish,  Hon.  and  Rev.  A.  Stanmore, 
Middlesex 

•Cavendish,  Hon.  Richard 
•Chaffers,  Rev.T.  Brasen-nose  Coll. 
Chambers,  J.  D.  Esq. 

Chambers,  O.  L.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll. 
Champernowne,  H.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
Champernowne,  R.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
Chandler,  Rev.  J.  Witley 
Chanter,  Rev.  Mr.  Ilfracombe 
Chapman,  C.  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 
Chapman,  Rev.  J.  M.  Balliol  Coll. 
Charlton,  T.  Esq.  Chilwell,  Nottingham 
•Chase,  D.  P.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 

•Chase,  T.  H.  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 
Cheetham  Library,  Manchester 
•Chepmell,  Rev.  H.  L.  M.  Pemb.  Coll. 
•Chessyre,  Rev.  W.  J.  Worcester 
Chester,  Rev.  Anthony,  Chichley  Hall, 
Newport 

Cheyne,  Rev.  P.  Aberdeen 
Chichester,  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
Chichester,  Very  Rev.  the  Dean  of 
Childers,  Mrs.  Walbroke 
Christie,  A.  J.  Esq.  Fellow  of  Oriel  Coll. 
Christie,  Rev.  F.  Badgeworth,  near 
Cheltenham 

•Church,  R.  W.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 
Church,  W.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll.  Durham 


•Churton,  Rev.  Edw.  Crayke,  near 
Easingwold 

Cirdeaux,  Rev.  J.  Whiston 
Clarke,  S.  Esq.  Turnham  Green 
Clarke,  Rev.  E.  W.Great  Yeldham,  Essex 
Clarke,  Rev.H.  Danvers,  Exeter  Coll. 
Clarke,  Rev.  Henry,  Incumbent  of 
Gisborough,  Yorkshire 
Clarke,  Rev.  S.  Beddington,  near  Croy¬ 
don, .Surrey 

Clarke,  S.  Esq.  St.  John's  Coll. 

Clark,  B.  S.  Esq. 

Clark,  Fred.  Esq. 

Clark,  G.  N.  Esq.  Newcastle-on-Tyne 
Clark,  Mr.  Wm.  Manchester 
Clark,  Rev.  J.  W.  Leeds 
Clark,  Rev.  John,  Leeds 
Clark,  Rev.  J. Dixon,  Belford, Newcastle 
Clayton,  Rev.  J.  H.  Bath 
Clayton,  —  Esq.  Twickenham 
Clayton,  Mr.  Ciias.  Manchester 
Claxson,  Rev.  B.  S.  D.D.  Gloucester 
*  Cleaver,  Rev.  J.  F.GreatCox  well  Berks 
Clement,  Rev.B.P.  Canon  of  Winchester 
•Clements,  Jacob,  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 
•Cleoburey.Rev.C.  SteepleAston,Oxon. 
Clerk,  W.  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 

Clerke,  Yen.  C.  C.  Archdeacon  of 
Oxford 

•Clerke,  Rev.  Wm.  Melton  Mowbray 
Clifton,  Mrs.  Kensington 
•Clissold,  Rev.  A.  Stoke  Newington 
•Clutterbuck,  Rev.  H.  Exeter  Coll. 
Cockin,  M.  Esq.  Rangeworthy, Iron  Acton 
Cocks,  Hon.  and  Rev.  J.  S.  Worcester 
tCocks,  Rev.  Charles 
tCodd,  Rev.  E.  T.  Minchin-Hampton, 
Stroud 

Codd,  Rev.  E.  T.  St.  John's  Coll. 
Cambridge 

•Codrington  College  Library,  Barbados 
Coffin,  R.  A.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Coit,  Rev.  T.  D.  President  of  the 
Transylvanian  University,  U.  S. 

Cole,  Geo.  Edw.  Esq. 

Cole,  Rev.  C.  Peterhead 
•Coleridge,  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Coleridge,  Rev.  E.  Eton  Coll. 
Coleridge,  F.  G.  Esq.  Ottery  St.  Mary 
•Coleridge,  II.  N.  Esq. 
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fColeridge,  Rev.  Derwent,  Chelsea 
*  Coles,  Rev.  G.  Croydon 
t College  of  Doctors  of  Law,  Doctors’ 
Commons 

Collett,  W.  L.  Esq.  Queen’s  Coll. 
Colley,  Rev.  James,  Shrewsbury 
Collings,  Mr.  E.  Rcokseller,  Rath 
(■Collins,  C.  M.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
•Collis,  Rev.  J.  D.  Worcester  Coll. 
Collison,  Rev.  F.  W.  St.  John’s,  Camb. 
Collyns,  Chas.  Henry,  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
Coltman,  Rev.  George,  Stickoey, 
Lincolnshire 

tColson,  C.  Esq.  Cambridge 
Colvile,  Frederick  L.  Esq.  Trinity 
Colville,  James  W.  Esq. 

Combe  and  Crossley,  Leicester 
Combs,  John,  Esq. 

Compigne,  D.  Esq.  Gosport 
Compton,  Rev.  B.  Unsworth  near  Bury, 
Lancashire 

Connell,  Rev.  A.  0.  Dublin 
Constable, Esq.  J  esus  College, Cambridge 
Cooper,  Rev.  E.  P.  Vicarage,  Burford, 
Oxon.  (Tr.  of  S.  Chrys.) 

Cooper,  Rev.  G.  M.  Wilmington,  Lewes 
Cooper,  Rev.  R.  Howe,  Norfolk 
Copeland,  Rev.  W.  J.  Trinity  Coll. 
Coplestone,  Rev.  R.  E.  Barnes,  Surrey 
tCopleston,  Rev.  W.  J.  Oriel  College, 
(Chrysostom) 

Corbett,  Yen.  S.  Archdeacon  of  York, 
Wortley,  Sheffield 

•Cornish, Rev. Dr. King’s  School,  Otterv 
St.  Mary 

Cornish,  Rev.  Hubert  K.  Merton 
Vicarage,  Oxfordshire 
Cornish,  Rev.  C.  L.  Exeter  Coll. 
•Cornthwaite,  Rev.  T.  Hornsey 
Cory,  Isaac  Preston,  Esq. 

Cosens,  Rev.  Robert,  Dorchester 
Cosserat.G.P. Graham,  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Cotes,  Rev.  Peter,  Litchfield,  Hants 
Cotton,  Rev.  Richard  Lynch,  D.D. 

Provost  of  Worcester  Coll. 

•Colton,  Rev.  W.  C.  Ch.  Ch. 

Cotton,  William,  Esq.  Bank  of  England 
Courtenay,  Lord,  Powderham  Castle 
•Courtenay,  Francis,  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Courtney,  W.  P.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 


•Coventry  Theological  Book  Society 
Cowie,  Mr.  St.  John’s  Coll.  Cambridge 
•Cox,  Rev.  W.  H.  St.  Mary  Hall 
•Cox,  Rev.  J.  Walgrave 
Coxson,  Rev.  Mr.  Davenham,  Cheshire 
Coxwell,  G.  S.  Esq.  Newcast!e-on-Tyne 
Cragg,  Rev.  Richard,  Wymondham 
•Crawford,  J.  R.  Esq.  Lincoln  Coll. 
Crawley,  C.Esq.  Fitzroy  Farm.Ilighgate 
Crewe,  Lord,  Trustees  of, 

•Crichlow,  Rev.  H.  M.  Poundstock, 
Cornwall 

Crichton,  Rev.  M. 

Cripps,  J.  M.  jun.  Esq.  Novington,  near 
Lewes 

Croft,  Archdeacon,  Salt-wood,  Hythe 
Crofton,  Morgan,  jun.  Esq.  Boyle, 
Ireland 

Crompton,  Rev.  J.  L.  Trin.  Coll. Camb. 
Cross,  Mr.  John,  Bookseller,  Leeds 
Crosse,  T.  F.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
tCureton,  Rev.  W.  British  Museum 
Currer,  Miss,  Eshton  Hall,  Yorkshire 
•Currey,  Mr.  St.John's  Coll.  Cambridge 
Currie,  Rev.  Horace  G.  Milford 
•Currie,  Rev.  James,  14,  Great  Cumber¬ 
land  Place 

Curties,  Rev.T.C.  Frenchay.near  Bristol 
Curry,  Mr.  W.  Bookseller,  Dublin 

Dalgairns,  J.  D  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
•Dalton,  Rev.  W.  Lloyd  House, Wolver¬ 
hampton 

Dalton,  Rev.  W.  Inworth 
•Dalton,  Rev.  C.  B.  Wadham  Coll. 
Dalton,  Mr. 

Daly,  Rev.  William 
•Daman,  Rev.  Charles,  Oriel  Coll. 
Danby,  T.  B.  Esq.  Kendal 
•Dansey,  Rev.  Wm. 

•Darby,  Rev. Christopher,  Knocktopher 
Darnell,  Rev.  W.  Stanhope,  Durham 
•Darling,  Mr.  James,  22,  Little  Queen 
Street,  London 

Darling,  Rev.  Thomas  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Darwall,  Rev.  L.  Criggion,  near  Shrews¬ 
bury 

*Dasent,  G.  W.  Esq.  Magdalen  Hall 
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Davies, Mr.  John,  Bookseller, Shrewsbury 
Davies,  Rev.  E.  Leominster 
Davies,  Rev.  J.  Abbenhall,  Gloucester¬ 
shire 

Davies,  Rev.  \V.  L.  Elizabeth  College, 
Guernsey 

Davison,  Mrs.  College  Green,  Worcester 
•Dawson,  C.  Esq.  Baymont  Lodge,  Tor¬ 
quay,  Devon 

Dawson,  Rev.  G.  Exeter  Coll. 
•Dawson,  J.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Dawson,  Rev.  I.  Massey,  Abinger 
Rectory,  near  Dorking 
Dawson,  Rev.  W.  A.  Christ’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Day,  Rev.  John  D.  Stone,  Dartford 
Dayman,  Rev.  E.  A.  Exeter  Coll. 
tDayman,  A.  J.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
•Deacon,  Rev.  G.  E.  C.  C.  C. 

Dealtry,  Rev.  Dr.  Clapham 
•Dean,  Rev.  W.  S.  Abdon 
Dean,  Rev.  Mr.  Exeter 
Deane,  Rev.  H.  Gillingham,  nr.  Shaftes¬ 
bury 

Debrisay,  Rev.  J.  T. 

Deedes,  Rev.  Gordon 
Delafosse,  Mis.  Addiscombe 
Demain,  Rev.  Henry,  Hertford 
•Demainbray,  Rev.  F.  Bilton,  near 
Rugby 

•Demainbray, Rev  Mr.Shipton-on-Stour 
Demerara  Clerical  Library 
Denny,  Rev.  A.  Mauritius 
Denton,  Rev.  Henry,  Duuton  Bassett, 
Leicester 

De  Tessier,  A.  P.  Esq.  C.  C.  C. 

•De  Tessier,  G.  Esq.  C.C.C. 

Dew,  Lieutenant 

Dewhirst,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Huddersfield 
Dewhurst,  Rev.  John 
•Dickinson,  F.  H.  Esq. 

Dickinson,  Harvey,  Esq.Nutfield,  Surrey 
•Dickinson,  T.  H.  Esq. 

•Dimsdale, Charles, Esq. Essendon  Place, 
Herts. 

Dingwall,  Charles,  Esq. 

Dixon,  Rev.  I.  I.  Abram,  Manchester 
Dixon,  Rev.  James,  Sheffield 
Dixon,  Rev.  Robert,  King  Wm.  Coll. 
Isle  of  Man 


•Dobson,  —  Esq.  Liverpool 
Dodd,  Rev.  W.  Newcastle-on-Tyne 
•Dodgson,  Rev.  C.  Daresbury, 
Warrington 

Dodson,  Rev.  Jas.  Lichfield 
•Dodsworth,  Rev.  William 
tDonkin,  W.  F.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll. 
Donne,  Rev.  Jas.  Bedford 
Dornford,  Rev.  J.  Plymtree,  Devon 
Douglas,  Edward,  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
Douglas,  Rev.  H.  Whickham,  Durham 
•Douglas,  —  Esq.  Stratford 
•Dowding,  Rev.  B.  C.  Devizes 
Downes,  Rev.  J. 

Drummond,  Henry,  Esq.  Albury  Park, 
Guildford 

Drummond,  Rev.  Arthur,  Charlton 
Drummond,  Rev.  Spencer  R.  Brighton 
Drummond,  Rev.  R.  Feering 
Drummond,  Colonel,  Bath 
Drury,  Rev.  H.  J.  Worcester  Coll. 

Dry,  Rev.  Thos.  Forest,  Walthamstead 
Duffield,  Rev.  R.  Frating,  near 
Colchester 

•Dugard,  Rev.  Geo.  Manchester 
fDukes,  R.  M.  Esq.  Lincoln  Coll. 
Dundas,  Wm.  Pitt,  Esq.  Edinburgh 
tDunn,  John, Esq.  Advocate,  Aberdeen 
Dunn,  Rev.  John 

Dunnington,  Rev.  Joseph,  Thicket  Hall 
Dunraven,  Earl  of, 

•Dunster,  Rev.  Mr.  Tottenham 
Durnford,  Rev.  Francis,  Eton  College 
Dyer,  Rev.  J.  H.  Waltham,  Essex 
•Dyke,  Rev.  Henry,  Cottisford,  Oxon. 
•Dyke,  Rev.  W.  Fellow  of  Jesus  Coll. 

Cradley,  Herefordshire 
Dymock,  Rev.  J.  Rector  of  Roughton 
•Dymock,  Rev.  W.  G.  Hatch  Beau¬ 
champ,  Ilminster 
Dyne,  Rev.  J.  B.  Highgate 
•Dyson,  Rev.  C.  Dogmersfield,  2  copies 
Dyson,  Rev.  F.  Tidworth 


East,  E.  Esq.  Magdalen  Hall 
Eaton  and  Sons,  Booksellers,  Worcester 
Eaton,  W.  Esq.  Weston,  Whitwell,  York 
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Eden,  Rev.  R.  Rochford,  Leigh,  Essex 
Edge,  Rev.  W.  J.  Waldringfield,  Wood- 
bridge 

F.dgell,  Rev.  E.  Ea-t  Hill,  Frome 
Edinburgh,  University  of 
Edmonstone,  Sir  Charles,  Bart. 
Edmons'.one,  Re-'.  C. 

•Edwards,  Rev.  A.  Magd.  Coll. 
•Edwards,  Rev.  J.  Newington 
Eedle,  Rev.  Edward  Brested,  Bognor 
Eland,  Rev.  H.  G.  Bedminster,  Bristol 
Elder,  Rev.  Edward,  Balliol  Coll. 

Eley,  Rev.  H.  Aldham,  Essex 
Ellerton,  Rev.  E.  D.D.  Magdalen  Coll, 
t Elliott,  C.  J.  Esq.  St.  John's  Coll. 
Ellis,  Mr.  Kitson 

Ellison, Rev. Noel  T.  Huntspill,  Bridge- 
water 

Ellon  Episcopal  Chapel  Library 
•Ellon,  Rev.  Mr.  G.  N.  B. 

Elmhirst,  Rev.  Edw.  Shawell  Rectory 
Elwes,  C.  C.  Esq.  Bath 
Elwes,  J.  M.  Esq. 

•Elmhirst,  Rev.  Geo.  Leeds 
Elphin,  Yen.  Archdeacon  of,  Ardeames 
Boyle,  Ireland 

•Elrington,  Rev.  Dr.  Regius  Professor 
of  Divinity,  Dublin 

Emmanuel  College  Library,  Cambridge 
•Erskine,  Hon.  and  Rev.  H.  D.  Swith- 
land,  Leicestershire 

Eslcourt,  T.  G.  Bucknall,  Esq.  M.P. 

Estcourt,  Gloucestershire 
Estcourt,  Rev.  E.  W.  Long  Newuton, 
Wilts 

tF.stcourt,  Rev.  E.  E.  Badgeworlh, 
Cheltenham 

Etough,  Rev.  Dr.  Claydon,  Ipswich 
•Evans,  Herbert  N.  M.D.  Hampstead 
Evans,  Rev.  E.  C.  Sugham 
Evans,  Rev.  Thomas,  Gloucester 
Evans,  Rev.  W.  Burlton  Court 
•Evans,  Rev.  T.  S.  Brompton 
•Evans,  Rev.  A.  B.  D.D.  Market  Bos- 
wortli,  Leicestershire 
Exeter,  Very  Rev.  The  Dean  of 
Ewing,  Rev.  \V,  Lincoln  Coll. 

Eyre,  Rev.  H.  S.  Bryanstone  Square 

•Faber,  Rev.  F.  W.  University  Coll. 


Falcon,  Rev.  IVm.  Buxted,  Sussex 
Falconer,  Rev.  Dr.  Bath 
Fallow,  Rev.  T.  M. 

•Farebrother,  Rev.  Thomas,  Brampton, 
Market  Harborough 
Farley,  Rev.  T.  Ducklingtoo,  Oxon 
Farnworlh,  Mr. 

•Farrer,  James  William,  Esq. 

Faulkner,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Doncaster 
Fawcett,  Rev.  Jas.  Leeds 
Fawkes,  Mrs.  the  Terrace,  Putney 
Fearon,  r,ev.  D.  R. 

Fenwick,  Rev.  M.  J.  Donegal 
Felix,  Rev.  Peter 

Fellowes,  Rev.  C.  Shotte=liam,  Norfolk 
Fellows,  Airs.  Money  Hill  House, 
Rickmansworth,  Hertfordshire 
•Fessey,  Rev.  G.  F.  Tardebigg,  Worces¬ 
tershire 

Few,  Robert,  Esq. 

Fielding,  Rev.  H.  Manchester 
Finch,  Aliss  C. 

Fisher,  Rev.  A.  Bridport 
Fisher,  Rev.  W.  A.  Hilmore,  Cork 
Fitzgerald,  Rev.  A.  Carlow 
Fitzgerald,  C.  R.  Esq. 

Fitzroy,  Rev.  August.  Fakenham.Thetford 
Fleming,  J.  Esq.  St.  John's  Coll.  Camb. 
Fletcher,  Rev.  C.  Southwell 
Fletcher,  Sir  Henry,  Bart.  Ashley  Park, 
Walton  on  Thames 

Floyer,  Rev.  T.  B.  Oldershaw,  Lichfield 
Ford,  Rev.  J.  Exeter 
Ford,  Wm.  Esq. 

•Ford,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Islington 
Forester,  Hon.  and  Rev.  Orlando, 
Brazeley,  Shiflfnoll 
•Fcrmby,  Rev.  R.  Brasenose  Coll. 
Forster,  Rev.  H.  B.  Stratton,  Cirencester 
•Forsyth,  Dr.  Aberdeen 
Fortescue,  Rev.R.  H.  Revelstock, Devon 
Foskett,  Rev.  'J'.  M.  Enfield,  Middlesex 
Foulkes,  Rev.  H.  P.  Balliol  Coll. 
Fowler,  Rev.  H.  Liskeard,  Cornwall 
Fox,  Rev.  Charles,  Bridport 
Fox,  Air. 

Fraser,  Rev.  Robert,  Lyminge,  Hylhe 
Freeman,  Rev.  H.  Peterboro’ 

Freith,  F.  H.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll.  Durham 
Fioude,  Yen. R.H.  Archdeacon  ofTotness 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


‘Froude,  Wm.  Esq.  Biistol 
Fryer,  William,  jun.  Esq. 

Fulford,  Rev.  F.  Croydon,  Arrington, 
Camb. 

‘Furlong,  Rev.  C.  J.  Warfield,  Berks 
Fursdon.Mrs.  Fursdon House, near  Exeter 

*Gace,  Rev.  Frederick  A  ubert, Magdalen 

Hall 

‘Garden,  Rev.  Francis 
Gardner,  Rev.  W.  Rochford,  Es-ex 
Garratt,  John,  Esq.  jun.  Farringdon 
House,  near  Exeter 

Gatliercole,  Rev.  M.  A.  North  Brixtoa 
‘Gaunt,  Rev.  C.  Isfield,  near  Uckfield 
Gaye,  Rev.  C.  H. 

‘Gayfere,  Rev.  Thomas,  Bradford 
•Gawthern,  Rev.  Francis  Seeker,  Exeter 
Coll. 

George,  Henry,  Bookseller,  Westerham, 
Kent 

*Gepp,  Rev.  Geo.  Edw.  Ashbourn 
Germon,  Rev.  Nicholas,  St.  Peter’s, 
Manchester 

Gibbings,  Rev.  Rich.Trin.  Coll.  Dublin 
Gibson,  Mr.  I.  S.  Manchester 
•Gibson,  J.  Esq.  Jesus  Coll.  Camb. 
‘Gibson,  Rev.  W.  Fawley 
Gillet,  Rev.  G.  E. 

Gladstone,  Rev.  John,  Liverpool 
Gladstone,  John,  Esq.  Fasque,  Fetter- 
cairne,  Kincardineshire 
Gladstone,  Wtiliam  Ewart,  Esq.  M.P. 

Ch.  Ch.  2  copies 
Gladwin,  Rev.  C.  Liverpool 
Glanville,  R.ev.  Edward  F.  Wheatfield 
Rectory,  Tetsworth 
•Glencross,  Rev.  J.  Balliol  College 
‘Glenie,  J.  M.  Esq.  St.  Mary  Hall 
Glossop,  Rev.  Hen.  Vicar  of  Isleworth 
Glover,  Rev.  F.  A.  Dover 
Glover,  Rev.  R.  A.  Dover 
Glynne,  Rev.  H.  Hawarden  Rectory, 
Flintshire 

Godfrey,  Rev.  W.  Tibberton,  Worcester 
Goldsmid,  Nathaniel,  Esq.  M.A.  Exeter 
Coll. 

Goldsmith, H.  Esq. St.Peter’s  Coll.  Camb 
Gooch,  Rev.  J.  H.  Head  Master  of 
Heath  School,  Halifax 


!) 

Goodford,  C.  O.  Esq.  Eton  Coll. 
‘Goodlake,  Rev.T.  W.  Pembroke  Coll. 
Goodwin, H.  Esq.  Caius  Coll.  Cambridge 
Gordon,  Osborne,  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Gordon,  C.  S.  Esq.  Exeter 
Gordon,  H.  Esq.  Kendal 
Gordon,  W.  Esq.  St.  Leonard’s 
Gother,Rev.A.ChaleRectory,l.of  Wight 
Gough,  Rev.  H.  Penzance 
tGoulburn,  H.  Esq. 

Gould,  Rev.  R.  J.  Farnham  Royal 
Gower,  Rev.  John,  Ashperton 
Graham,  Rev.  W.  H. 

Grantham  Clerical  Library 
Grant  and  Bolton,  Messrs.  Booksellers, 
Dublin 

Grant  and  Son,  Messrs.  Booksellers, 
Edinburgh 

Graham,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Oxford 
‘Grant,  Rev.  A.  Chelmsford 
Grant,  Rev.  James  B.  Dublin 
‘Granville,  Rev.  Court,  Majfield,  near 
Ashbourn 

Grapel,  Mr.  W.  Liverpool 
Graves,  Rev.  John,  Ashperton 
Green,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Leeds 
Green,  Rev.  H.  Cople,  Bedfordshire 
Green,  Rev.  M.  J.  Lincoln  Coll. 
Greene,  R.  Esq.  Lichfield 
Greenwell,  W.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll.  Durham 
‘Greenwood, Ralph,  Esq.  Palace  House, 
near  Burnley 

‘Gregory,  Rev.  G.  Sandford,  Devon 
Gregory,  Rev.  G.  Sandford 
Gresley,  Rev.  Sir  Nigel,  Bart. 

Gresley,  Rev.  W.  Lichfield 
‘Gresley,  Rev.  J.  M.  Exeter  Coll. 
Greswell,  Rev.  R.  Worcester  Coll. 
Gretton,  Rev.  R.  H.  Nantwich,  Cheshire 
Grey,  Rev.  H.  Exeter 
•Grey,  Hon.  and  Rev.  Francis,  Buxton, 
Derby 

Grey,  Hon.  and  Rev.  John,  Wooler, 
Northumberland 
Grierson,  J.  Esq. 

‘Grieve,  Rev.  Mr.  Ellon,  Aberdeen 
Grimstead,  Rev.  G. 

Groves,  Clias.  Esq.  Liverpool 
tGrub, George, Esq.  Advocate,  Abeideen 
Gruebcr,  Rev.  C.  S.  Magd.  Hall 


10 


SUBSCRIBERS 


•Gmlleairii.  Rer.  J.  St.  Jr,hn's  ColL. 
•Guillemard.  Rer.  H.  P.  Trinity  Coll. 
Gisaer,  Rer.  W.  Winchester 
•Gulch,  Rer.  R.  Segrare,  Leicestershire 

Haight,  Rev  B.  I.  Xew  York,  U.  5. 
•Haines,  W.  C.  Esq.  Hampstead 
Haines,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Oxford 
Halcombe,  John,  Esq. 

Hale,  Rer.  G.  C.  Hillingdon 
•Hale,  Yen.  Archdeacon,  Charter  House 
•Hale.  Rer.  Matthew  B.  Alderley, 
Gloucestershire 

Hall;  Mr.  Bo:k~eiler,  Cambridge 
Hall,  Rer.  Adam,  Dmnbair,  Aynhiie 
‘Hall,  Rer.  J.  C.  Isle  of  Xian 
Hall,  Rer.  5.  C. 

♦Hall.  Rer.  \Y.  Manchester 
•Hallen,  Rer.  G.  Rnshock  Mecoole, 
Upper  Canada 

HaT.ibnnoa  Mr. Bookseller,  C .  Idstream 
•Ha—  alter .  Rer.  .Ms.  Beddingion 
•Hamilton,  Rer.  XT alter  Ker:  Merton 
ColL  Chaplain  to  the  Bp.  of  Salisbury 
Hamilton,  Mr.  John,  Southampton 
-Hannah,  J.  Esq.  C.C.  C.  . 

HannaiMd,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Exeter 
Harconrt,  Rer.  Vernon,  West  Dean 
House.  Midtnrst 

^Burning,  Rev.  I.  SnAnn's,  Elatkirlars 
Hardwick,  Rer.  Charles.  Gloucester 
Harington,  Rct.  E.  C.  Exeter 
Haring:  on.  Rer.  Rich.  Onlte,  Ncr.L- 
ampten 

•Harness,  Rer.  He, 

Harper.  Thos.  Esq.  Qneen's  C 
Harper.  T.  V.  Esq.  Q  jeer's  Cell. 
Harrington,  Rer.  E.  Exeter 
Harris. Hen.  ant  Ser.C  .A  .Wtiior, Wilts 
Hams.  Her  and  Rer.  W.  L.  T.  Ail  S:  -s 
Harristn.  hen;.  Ksq. Clapham  Com rr  t 
•Harrison,  Rer.  B.  Ch.  Cn.  Domestic 
Chap-lain  to  the  Abp.  of  Canterhnrv 
Harrison.  Rer.  H.  Gent  nrst,  Kent 
Harristn,  Rer.J.  W.  FiMngham  Castle, 
Lincolnshire 
Harrison,  W.  Esq. 

Harter,  Rot.  G.  Mas  Chester 
Harder.  L.  L.  Esq.  Middleton  Lodge, 
near  Richmond,  Yorkshire 


Haney,  Re».  Mr.  Bath 
Hasting,  Rer.  J.  A  relay  Kings,  Worces¬ 
tershire 

•Hatberell.  Rer.  J.  W.  Ch  armor  ih 
Rectory.  Dorset 

Hawker,  Rer.  R.  S.  Moorwinston,  Corn¬ 
wall 

•Hawker,  J.  Esq.  Balliol  Coll. 

Hawks, Rer.  F. S.  D.D.  New  York, U.S. 
•Haw  kins.Rev.Edward.Pembroke  Coll. 
‘Hawkins,  Rer.  E.  Coleford,  Gloucester 
Hawkins,  Rer.  Ernest,  Exeter  ColL 
•Hawkins,  Rct.  H.  C-  H.  LydDer, 
Gloucester 

Harris,  P.er.  W.  Gateshead,  Durham 
Harden,  Mrs.  Thcmas.  Guildford 
•Hayward,  W.  W.  Esq. 

Haxlehaist,  R.  K.  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 

Cambridge 
Heat.  —  Elsq.  Exeter 
Heath,  Christopher,  Esq. 

Heathcote.  5:-  Wm.  Ban.  Knrsler  Park, 
near  Winchester 
•Heathcote,  Rer.  C.  J.  Clapton 
Heathcote,  Rev.  G.  Ncrth  Tamerton 
t Heathcote,  Rer.  Georte,  Ccnnington 
Rectory,  Stilton,  Hants 
•Heathcote,  Rer.  W.  B.  New  Coll. 
Hedler,  Rer.  T.  A.  Gloucester 
Hansler.M.-.  W.  Kevworv. .  N'cttlngnam 
Henderson,  Rer.  T.  '  Jessing.  Kelrednn 
•Henderson,  W.  G.  Esq.  Magd.  Coll. 
Henm  Rer.  W. Garragh,  Lcntonderry 
Henry,  C.  S.  Profes=cr,  New  York 
LMive  sitr,  U.  S. 

Herrey,  Hon.  and  Rer.  Lord  Arthur. 

I  ck  worth 

•Kessev,  Rer.  J.  A.  St_  John  s  Coll. 
Hewe::,  Rer.  P.Birr.etd.  Isle  of  Wight 
Hewitt,  Hon.  John  J.  Balliol  Coll. 
Hewitt.  T.  S.  Es-q.  V  orcester  Coil. 
Heycock,  Rer.  Owston,  Leicestershire 
Heyttn,  Mr.  J.  Bookseller,  Dercnptrt 
•Hibbert,  Miss  E.  S. 

Higgs,  Rer.  R.  W.  Swansea 
Hildyard,  Rer.  James,  Christ's  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Hili,  John,  Esq.  Glasgow 
•Hill,  Rer.  E.  Ch.  Ch. 

Hill,  Rer.  R.  Bailie!  Coll. 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


Hindle,  Rev.  Joseph,  Higham 
Hinde,  Rev.  Thos.  Liverpool 
Hingeston,  Janies  Ansley,  Esq. 
Hippisley,  J.  H.  Esq. 

Hippisley,  R.  W.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Hoare,  VV.  H.  Esq.  Ashurst  Park,  Tun¬ 
bridge  Wells 

Hobhouse,  Edmund,  Esq.  Ball iol  Coll. 
Hocking,  Richard,  Esq.  Penzance 
Hodgson,  Rev.  Chas.  Bodmin 
Hodgson,  Rev.  J. Geo.  St. Peter’s,  Thanet 
Hodgson,  Rev.  John,  St.  Peter’s,  Thanet 
*Hodgson,  Rev.  J.  F.  Horsham 
•Hodgson,  Rev.  H. 

Hodgson,  W.  Esq.  Wanstead 
Hodson,  Rc-v.  Mr.  Salisbury 
Hodson,  ,T.  S.  Esq.  Merton  Coll. 

Hogan,  Rev.  J.  Tetbury,  Gloucestershire 
Hogben,  Mr.  Geo.  Sheerness 
Hogg,  Rev.  J.  R.  Brixham 
Holden,  Rev.  Geo.  Liverpool 
*Holden,  Rev.  W.  R.  Worcester 
Holder,  the  Misses,  Torquay 
Holdsworth,  Miss  M.  Dartmouth 
•Hole,  Rev.  George,  Chumleigh,  near 
Exeter 

Hollis, Rev.  G.  P.  Duddington,  Somerset 
Holmes,  Hon.  Mrs.  A’Court 
Holmes,  Rev.  Peter,  Plymouth 
Holthouse,  Rev.  C.  S. 

•Hope,  A.  B.  Esq.  Trin.  Coll.  Camb. 
Hook,  Rev.  Dr.  W.  F.  Leeds 
Hope,  James  R.  Esq.  Merton  Coll. 
Hopkins,  Rev.  A.  Clent.  Worcestershire 
•Hopkins,  Rev.  Thomas,  Honington 
•Horncastle  Clerical  Society 
Hornby,  Rev.  James,  Winwick,  War¬ 
rington 

Hornby,  Rev.  Wm.  St.  Michael’s  Gar- 
stang,  Lancashire 

Hornby,  R.  W.  B.  Esq.  University  Coll. 
Durham 

Horner,  Chas.  Esq.  Mill  Park,  Somerset 
Horner,  Rev.  John,  Mells,  Somerset 
•Horsfall,  Rev.  A.  Grange,  Derby 
Horsfall,  J.  Esq.  Standard  Hill,  Notts 
•Horsley,  Rev.  J.  W.  Ville  of  Dunkirk, 
Faversham,  Kent 
•Hoskins,  Rev.  W.  E.  Canterbury 
Holham,  Rev.  C.  Patriugton,  Hull 


1  1 

Hotham,  Rev.  J.  G.  Sutton-at-home, 
Dartford 

Hotham,  W.  F.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
Houghton,  Rev.  J.  Matching 
Houghton,  Rev.  W.  Miln  Bridge,  near 
Huddersfield 

Howard,  Rev.  W.  Great  Witchingham, 
Norfolk 

Howard,  Hon.  C. 

'Howard,  Hon.  and  Rev.  Wm.  Whiston, 
Rotherham,  Yorkshire 
Howell,  Rev.  Alexander,  Southampton 
Howell,  Rev.  II.  Merton  Coll. 

Howell,  Rev.  A.  Sedgley 
•Hubbard,  Rev.  Thos.  Leytonstone 
Huddleston,  Rev.  G.  J. 

Hudson  and  Co.  Booksellers,  Kendal 
•Hue,  Dr. 

•Hughes,  Rev.  II. 

Hulton,  Rev.  Campbell  Grey,  Man¬ 
chester 

Hulton,  Rev.  W. 

Humphrys,  —  Esq.  Univ.  Coll.  Durham 
Hunt,  R.  S.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Hunter,  Rev.  W.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Hutchins,  Rev.  W.  Bath 
Hutchinson,  Rev. Cyril,  Ha  wkhurst,  Kent 
Hutchinson,  Rev.  C.  Firle 
Hutchinson,  Rev.  James,  Chelmsford 
Hutton,  Rev.  H.  Filleigh,  Devon 
Hutton,  Rev.  W.  Helsington,  Kendal 

Jackson,  Rev.  F.  G.  Brighstone,  Isle  of 
Wight 

tJackson,  Rev.  J.  Islington 
Jackson,  Rev.  Dr.  Lowther,  nr.  Penrith 
t Jacobson,  Rev.  W.  Magd.  Hall 
Jaffray,  Mr.  Jas.  Bookseller,  Berwick 
James,  Re  v.J.Rawmarsh,nearRotheram 
•James,  Rev.  Henry 
James,  Rev.  E.  Prebendary  of  Win¬ 
chester 

Janvrin,  James  H.  Esq.  Oriel 
Jeanes,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Exeter 
•JefTray,  Rev.  L.  W.  Preston 
Jeffreys,  Rev.  Henry  Anthony,  Ch.  Ch. 
•Jelf, Rev. Richard  William, D.D.  Canon 
of  Ch.  Ch. 

Jelf,  Rev.  W.  E.  Ch.  Ch. 

Jennett,  Mr. 


12 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


Jennings,  Rev.  M.  J. 

Jennings,  Rev.  J.  Preb.  of  Westminster 
Jeremie,  Rev.  F.  J.  Guernsey 
Jeremie,  Rev.  T.  T.  Trinity  College, 
Cambridge 

Illingworth,  Rev.  E.  A. 

Ince,  Rev.  Edward,  Wigtopft 
Inge,  Rev.  T.  R.  Southsea 
Inglis,  SirR.  II.  Bart.  M.P. 

Ingram,  Rev.  Geo.  Chedburgb,  Suffolk 
‘Ingram,  Rev.  R. 

Inman,  Rev.  W.  J. 

Johnson,  C.  W.  Esq.  Balliol  Coll. 
Johnson,  Miss 

Johnson,  Rev.  E.  M.  Brooklands,  Long 
Island,  U.  S. 

Johnson,  Rev.  J.  Outwell 
Johnson,  Rev.  S.  Hinton  Blewet 
Johnson,  Manuel  John, Esq.  Magd.I  lull, 
Radc'.iffe  Observer 
Johnson,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Cambridge 
•Jones,  Ven.  H.  C.  Archdeacon  of  Essex 
Jones,  Rev.  D.  Stamford 
Jones,  Rev.  E.  Wigan 
Jones,  Rev.  Edward,  Falherwell,  near 
West  Mailing,  Kent 
Jones,  Rev.  J.  Hereford 
Jones,  Rev.  H.  J.  Edinburgh 
Jones,  Rev.  H.  Llanfaes,  Beaumaris 
♦Jones,  Rev.  II.  J.  Newcastle-on- Tyne 
♦Jones,  William,  Esq.  M.A.  Ball.  Coll. 
Jones,  Mr.  James,  Manchester 
Jones,  W.  B.  Esq.  Magdalen  Hall 
Jones,  Rev.  R.  Branxton,  Coldstream, 
N.B. 

Irby,  Hon.  and  Ilev.  F.  Hythe 
♦Irons,  Rev.  W.  J.  Brompton 
♦Irvine,  Rev.  A.  Leicester 
Irvine,  Rev.  J.  Knowle,  near  Bristol 
Irving,  Rev.  J.  Kendal 
Isaacson,  Rev.  John  Fred.  Freshwater, 
Isle  of  Wight 

Isham,  Rev.  A.  All  Souls  Coll. 


Kane,  J.  Esq.  Exraouth 
Karslake,  Rev.  W.  Colebrook,  Devon 
Karslake,  Rev.  W.  II.  Meshaw,  South 
Molton,  Devon 


Keith,  John,  Bookseller,  Glasgow 
Keble,  Miss 

Keble,  Rev.  T.  Bisley,  Gloucestershire 
Keigw  in,  Rev.  James  I’.  Wadham  Coll. 
Kekewich,  S.  T.  Esq. 

Kenney,  Rev.  F.  Ch.  Ch. 

Kenrick,  Rev.  J.  Horsham 
♦Kent,  Rev.  G.  D.  Sudbrooke,  near 
Lincoln 
Kenyon,  Lord 

Kerr,  Hon.  and  Rev.  Lord,  Dittisham 
Kerr,  Lord  Henry,  Dittisham 
Kerrier  Clerical  Club,  Cornwall 
Kershaw,  Rev.  G.  W.  Worcester 
Keymer,  Rev.  N.  Hertford 
♦Kidd,  Dr.  Oxford 
Kindersley,  R.  T.  Esq. 

King,  Ven.  Archdeacon 
King,  11.  J.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

King,  R.  P.  Esq.  Bristol 
King’s  College  Library,  London 
♦Kitson,  E.  P.  T  q.  Balliol  Coll. 
Kitson,  John  F.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Knalchbull.Rev.H.E.  Elmham,  Norfolk 
Knight,  Rev.  T.  Ford,  Northumberland 
Knight,  W.  Esq.  Worcester  Coll. 
Knollys,  Rev.  Erskine 
♦Knowles,  E.  H.  Esq.  Queen’s  Coll. 
Knowles,  —  Esq.  Stratford  Grove,  Essex 
Knox,  Rev.  H.  B.  Monk's  Eleigh, 
Hadleigh 

Kyle,  Rev.  T.  Cork 

♦Kynuersley,  E.  S.  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 


Lace,  F.  John  Esq.  Ingtliorpe  Grange, 
Yorkshire 

Lade,  John  Wm.  Esq. 

♦Laing,  Rev.  David 
Lake,  W.  C.  Esq.  Balliol  Coll. 
♦Lampen,  Rev.  R.  Probus,  Cornwall 
♦Landor,  Rev.  R.  E.  Birlingham 
Lance,  Rev.  Edw.  Buckland  St.  Mary, 
Somerset 

Lance,  Rev.  E.  llminster 
•Landon,  Rev.  C.  W.  Over-Whitacie, 
Warwickshire 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


Lane,  Mrs.  F. 

Lane,  Rev.  C.  Deal 
Lane,  Rev.  E.  Gloucester 
Lane,  Rev.  C.  Kenninglon 
Lane,  Rev.  Samuel,  Frome 
Langbridge,  Mr.  Birmingham 
Langdon,  Rev.  G.  H.  Oving 
•Langdon,  Augustus,  Esq. 

Laugmore,  W.  Esq.  M.D. 
•Laprimaudaye,  Rev.  C.  J.  Leyton 
Latham,  Rev.  Henry,  Selmeston,  Sus¬ 
sex 

Latimer,  Rev.  W.  B.  Tynemouth 
Law,  Rev.  S.  T.  Chancellor  of  the 
Diocese  of  Litchfield 
Law,  Rev.  W.  T.  Whitchurch,  Char- 
mouth,  Devon 

Lawrence,  Rev.  Alfred,  Sandhurst,  Kent 
Lawrie,  A.  J.  C.  Esq. 

Lawson,  Rev.  C.  Richmond 
Lawson,  Rev.  Robt. 

Lawson,  Rev.  W.  Delancey,  Oakham 
Layton,  Rev.  F.  W.  H.  Islington 
Leak,  J.  Bookseller,  Alford,  Lincolnshire 
Lechmere,  Rev.  A.  B. 

Lee,  Mr.  Sidmouth 

tLeefe,  Rev.  Audley  End,  Essex 

Leftoy,  Rev.  A.  C. 

•Legge,  Rev.  Henry,  East  Lavanl,  near 
Chichester 

Legge,  Rev,  W.  Ashtead 
Leigh,  Stratford,  Esq. 

Leigh,  Wm.  Esq.  Little  Aston  Hall, 
Lichfield 

‘Leighton,  Rev.  F.  K.  All  Souls  Coll. 
Le  Mesurier,  John,  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
•Leslie,  Rev.  Charles 
Leslie,  Mr.  Bookseller,  London 
Lewis,  Rev.  David,  Jesus  Coll. 

Lewis,  Rev.  G.  Dundee 
Lewis,  Rev.  R.  Farway,  near  Honiton 
•Lewis,  Rev  T.  T.  Aymestry,  near 
Leominster 

Ley,  Rev.  Jacob  S.  Ashprington,  Devon 
Ley,  W.  II.  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 

Library  of  Congress,  Washington 
•Library  of  Domus  Scholarum,  Wotton- 
under-Edge 

•Liddell,  Rev.  Henry  G.  Ch.  Ch. 
Liddell,  Rev.  Thos.  Edinburgh 


13 

Lifford,  Right  Hon.  Lord  Viscount, 
Astley  Castle,  near  Coventry 
Light  and  Ridler,  Bristol 
Lindsell,  J.  Esq.  St.  Peter’s  Coll.  Camb. 
•Lingard,  Rev.  Joshua,  Curate  of  the 
Chapelry  of  Hulme,  near  Manchester 
Linzee,  Rev.  E.  II. 

Litler,Rev.R.  Poynton,nearMacclesfield 
•Liveing,  Rev.  Henry  Thomas,  Stoke  by 
Nayland,  Suffolk 
Liverpool  Library 

Lloyd,  Rev.  John  F.  Ballylany,  Rich- 
hill,  Ireland 

Lockwood,  Rev.  John,  Rector  of  King- 
ham,  Oxon 

Lockwood,  Rev.  Mr.  Coventry 
•Lodge,  Rev.  B.  Chigwell,  Essex 
Lomax,  T.  G.  Esq.  Lichfield 
London  Institution,  The 
Long,  W.  Esq.  Bath 
•Lonsdale,  Rev.  John,  King's  College, 
London 

Lord,  Arthur  Oweu,  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 
Losh,  Miss,  Woodside,  Carlisle 
Lott,  Mr. 

•Lowe,  John  Wm.  Esq, 

Lowe,  T.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 

Lowe,  Rev.  R.  Misterton,  Somerset 
Lowe,  Rev.  T.  II.  Dean  of  Exeter 
Lowe,  Rev.  R.  F.  Madeira 
Lowe,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Wimborne 
Luke,  Rev.  W.  Bradford,  Wilts 
Lumsden,  Rev.  H. 

Lund,  Mr.  St.  John's  Coll.  Cambridge 
Lundie,  Rev.  W.  Compton,  Berwick-on- 
Tweed 

•Lush,  Mr.  Vicesimus,  Corpus  Christi 
College,  Cambridge 
Lusk,  John,  Esq.  Glasgow 
Lutener,  Rev.  T.  B.  Shrewsbury 
Luxmore,  Rev.  J.  II.  M. 

Lya'l,  Rev.  Alfred 

Lvall,  Ven.  W.  R.  Archdeacon  of 
Colchester 

Lyne,  Rev.  C.  P.  West  Thorney,  Sussex 
Lysons,  Rev.  Samuel,  Hempstead,  Glou¬ 
cestershire 

Maberly,  Rev.  T.  A. 

*M‘Call,  Rev.  E.  Winchester 


B 


1 1 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


Macauley,  Rev.  S.  Herrick 
Maclean,  Rev.  H.  Coventry 
Maclean,  Rev.  J.  Sheffield 
•Macfarlane,  Rev.J.  D.Frant, Tunbridge 
Wells 

Maclachan,  A.  N.  C.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Machlaclilan,  Stewart, andCo. Edinburgh 
Mackinson,  Rev.T.C.  Colonial  Chaplain, 
New  South  Wales 
•Macmullen,  R.  G.  Esq.  C.C.C. 
Macpherson,  Rev.  A.  Rothwell,  near 
Kettering 

Maddy,  Rev.  B.  Shrewsbury 
Madox,  Wm.  Esq. 

Magdalene  College  Library 
M'Arthy,  Rev.  F.  Coders,  Dorset 
M'Clintoch,  G.  F.  Esq.  Bengal  Civil 
Service 

•Major,  Rev.  Dr.  King’s  Coll.  London 
M'lver,  Rev.  Wm.  West  Derby 
Maitland,  Rev.  S.  R. 

Maitland, Rev.  P.  Blackburn, Lancashire 
*M‘Laren,  Major,  Portobello,  Greenock 
Malcolm,  Rev.  Hen.  Eckington,  Ches¬ 
terfield 

*Mallock,  Rev.  Wm.  Torquay 
Mallory,  Rev.  G. 

Manley,  N.M.Esq.  St.  Jo.’sColl.  Camb. 
Mann.  Rev.  W.Moxon, Clare  Hall, Camb. 
Manning,  Yen.  Hen.  Archdeacon  of 
Chichester,  Lavington,  Sussex 
Manning,  Mrs.  Tillington,  Sussex 
Manning,  Rev.  G.  W.  Whittleson, 
Cambridgeshire 
Markland,  J.  H.  Esq.  Bath 
Markland,  Thomas  Esq.  Manchester 
•Marriott,  Rev.  J.  Bradfiehl,  Reading 
•Marriott,  Rev.  C.  Oriel  Coll.  2  copies 
Marriott,  Rev.  F.  A.  Bilton,  Rugby 
Marsden,  Rev.  A.  Gargrave 
Marsden,  Mr.  Wm.  Manchester 
Marshall,  Rev.  Edward,  C.C.C. 
Marshall,  Rev.  Edward  Ruskington, 
Sleaford,  Lincoln 

Marshall,  Rev.  T.  W.  Charlton,  near 
Shaftesbury 

Marsham,  Rev.  G.  F.  J.  Allington, 
Maidstone 

Martin,  Rev.  Richard,  Menheniot 
Martyn,  Rev.  J.  Exeter 


•Mason,  Rev.  W.  Noimanton 
Massingberd,  Rev.F.C.  Orinsby.Spilsby 
Masters,  Rev.  J.  S.  Greenwich 
Matheson,  G.  F.  Esq. 

Maxwell,  Henry  C.  Esq.  York 
May,  Rev.  George,  Herne,  Kent 
Mayow,  Rev.  M.  W.  Market  Lavington, 
Devizes 

Mayow,  W.  R.  Esq.  Magdalen  Hall 
•Meade,  Rev.  E.  Stratford  on  Avon 
Medley,  Rev.  J.  Exeter 
•Medwyn,  Hon.  Lord,  Edinburgh 
•Mence,  Rev.  J.  W.  Ilkley,  Otley, 
Yorkshire 

Mendham,  Rev.  J.  Clophill,  Beds. 
Menzies,  F.  Esq.  Brasenose  Coll. 
Merewether,  Rev.  Francis,  Whitwick, 
Leicestershire 

Mesham,  Rev.  A.  B.  Wotton,  Kent 
•Metcalfe,  Rev.  W.  Harleston,  Norfolk 
M'Even,  Rev.  A.  Semington,  Wilts 
M'Glashen,  Mr.  James,  Dublin 
Milliken,  Rev.  Rich.  Compton,  Sussex 
•Mill,  Rev.  Dr. 

Miller,  Rev.  C.  Magdalen  Coll. 

Miller,  Rev.  John,  Worcester  Coll. 

Benefield,  Northamptonshire 
Milles,  Rev.  T.  Tenterden,  Kent 
Millner,  Rev.  W.  Bristol 
Mills,  I.  J.  Esq.  Lexden  Park 
Milward,  Henry  Esq.  B.A.  Clifton 
Minster,  Rev.  T.  Hunsingore,  near 
Witherby 

•Moberly,  Rev.  Dr.  Winchester 
Money,  KyrleE.  A. Esq.  C.C.C.  Camb. 
Monro,  Rev.  Edward,  Oriel  Coll. 
Monsell,  Wm.  Esq.  Tervoe,  Limerick 
•Moody,  Rev.  Henry  R.  Charlham,  near 
Canterbury 

Moore,  Rev.  Arthur,  Stratton,  Glou¬ 
cestershire 

Moorsom,  Captain,  Lowndes  Square 
Mordaunt,  Dowager  Lady,  Avenhurst, 
Stratford  on  Avon  * 

Mordaunt,  Sit  John,  Bart. 

More,  Rev,  R.  H.  G.  Larden  Hall, 
Sh  ropshire 

Morgan,  Rev.  J.  P.  C.  Llangwyryfor 
Morgan,  Rev.  J. 

Morrice,  J.  Esq.  Sidcliff,  near  Sidmouth 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


15 


Morrell,  Baker,  Esq.  St.  Giles,  Oxford 
Morrell,  F.  Esq.  St.  Giles,  Oxford 
•Morrell,  Rev.  G.  K.  St.  John’s 
Morrison,  Mr.  Liverpool 
*Morris,  Rev.  T.  E.  Ch.  Ch. 

Morton,  M.  C.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Mosse,  Rev.  Sara.  T.  Ashbourn,  Derby¬ 
shire 

*Mozley,  Rev.  Thomas,  Cholderton 
Mozley,  H.  Esq.  Derby 
Mules,  Rev.  P.  Exeter  Coll. 

Munby,  Joseph,  Esq.  York 
Murray,  C.  R.  Scott,  E-q.  1 1 ,  Cavendish 
Square,  London 
Murray,  F.  H.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Murray,  G.  E.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Mushet,  Robert,  Esq. 

Muskett,  Mr.  C.  Bookseller,  Norwich 
Muske’,  Robert,  Esq. 


Nash,  Rev.  R.  A.  Homerton 
Neave,  Rev.  H.  L.  Epping 
•Needham,  Hon.  Mr.  Trinity  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Neeve,  Rev.  F.  K.  Poole,  Cakceys 
•Nevile,  Charles,  Esq.  Trinity  Coll. 
•New,  Rev.  F.'T.  Shepton  Mallet 
•New  York  Society  Library 
Newall,  Rev.  S.  Dedsburv 
Newcastle-on-Tyne  Clerical  Society 
•Newman, Rev.  W.  J.OrielColl.2 copies 
Newton,  Mi.  Croydon 
Nichol,  J.  Esq.  Islington 
Nicholl,  Rev.  J.  R.  Greenhill,  near 
Barnett 

Nicholls,  Rev.  W.  L.  Bath 
•Nicholson,  Rev.  P.  C.  Leeds 
•Nicholson,  Rev.  Win. 

Nicholson,  Miss  F.  Rochester 
*Nind,  Rev.  W.  Fellow  of  St.  Peter’s, 
Cambridge 

Nixon,  Rev.  F.  Russell,  Ash  Vicarage, 
YVingham,  Kent 

Norman,  M.  O.  Esq.  C.  C.  C.  Camb. 
Northcote,  G.  B.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 


•Northcote,  J.  S.  Esq.  C.C.C. 

Nunns,  Rev.  Thomas,  Birmingham 
Nutt,  Rev.  Charles,  Tiverton,  near  Bath 


Oakeley,  Rev.  Sir  Herbert,  Bart.Bocking 
•Oakeley,  Rev.  Frederick,  Balliol  Coll. 
O'Brien,  ?.  August.  Esq.  Blatherwycke 
Park,  Wansford 

•O’Bryen,  Rev.  Hewitt,  Heywood,  Lan¬ 
cashire 

Oldham,  Rev.  J.  R.  Incumbent  of  St. 

Paul’s,  Huddersfield 
•Oldknow,  Rev.  J.  Uppingham 
Ogilvie,  Rev.  C.  A.  Balliol  Coll. 

Ogle,  J.  A.  M.D.  Clinical  Professor 
of  Medicine,  Oxford 
Ogle,  Maurice,  Esq.  Glasgow 
Ogle,  Mr.  Robt.  Bookseller,  Edinburgh 
iOldham,  Joseph,  Esq.  Hatherleigh, 
Devon 

Ormandey  and  Son,  Liverpool 
tOrmerod,  Geo.  Esq.  Sedbury  Park, 
Chepstow 

tOrmerod,  Rev.  Thomas  J.  Bras.  Coll. 
Osborne,  J.  Esq. 

Oswald,  Alexander,  Esq. 

Oswell,  Rev.  Lloyd 
Ouvry,  Rev.  P.  T. 

Overton,  Rev.  J.  G.  Corpus  C.  Coll. 
Owen,  Rev.  E.  Wendover 
Oxenham,  Rev.  Nutcombe,  Medbury, 
Devon 


Packe,  Mrs.  J.  Richmond  Terrace, 
Reading 

Page,  Rev.  Dr.  Gillingham,  Kent 
Page,  Rev.  Cyril 
Page,  Rev.  F.  L.  Woolfit 
Paget,  Rev.  E.  F.  Elford,  Lichfield, 
Chaplain  to  the  Bishop  of  Oxford 
Palk,  Rev.  Wm.  Ashcombe,  Devon 
Palmer,  Rev.  J. 

Palmer,  Rev.  W.  Worcester  Coll. 
•Palmer,  Rev.  W.  Magd.  Coll. 


1G 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


Palmer,  R.  Esq. 

Palmer,  G.  H.  F.sq.  Lincoln’s  Inn 
Panting,  Rev.  R.  Calcutta 
•Papillon, Rev.  John,  Lexden, Colchester 
Pardoe,  Rev.  J. 

Parker,  Rev.  Charles 
Paiker,  C.  Esq.  41,  Upper  Bedford  Place 
tParker,  Rev.  W.  Appleton-le-Street 
tParkes,  Rev.  W. 

Parkinson,  Rev.  R.  Manchester 
Parlby,  Rev.  Hall 
“Parsons,  Rev.  G.  L.  Benson 
“Patteson,  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
“Pattison,  Rev.  Mark,  Lincoln  Coll. 
Paul,  Rev.  Charles,  Bath 
Payne,  R.  jun.  Esq.  Lavender  Hill, 
Wandsworth 

Peake,  Rev.  G.  E.  Taunton 
tPearse,  T.  Esq.  Magdalen  Coll. 
Pearson,  the  Very  Rev.  Hugh  N.  D.D. 
Dean  of  Salisbury 

Pearson,  Rev.  Charles,  Knebworth, 
Stevenage,  Herts 
Pearson,  Rev.  H.  W.  Guildford 
Peck,  J.  Esq.  Temple  Combe 
Peel,  Rev.  J.  Prebendary  of  Canter¬ 
bury 

“Pelly,  Rev.  Theophilus,  C.C.C. 
Pennant,  Lady  Emma 
“Penny,  Rev.  Edw.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
“Perceval,  Hon.  and  Rev.  A.  P. 
•Perkins, Rev. B.  R.  Wotton-under-Edge 
“Perry,  Mr. 

Peters,  Rev.  Henry,  St.  Johnlee, 
Northumberland 

Petley,  Rev.  Henry,  Glynde  Lewes, 
Sussex 

Phelps,  Rev.  H.  D.  Tarrington,  Led¬ 
bury,  Herefordshire 
Phillipps,  S.  M.  Esq. 

Phillips, Rev.G. Queen’s  Coll. Cambridge 
Phillips,  Rev.  E.  Clapham 
Phillott,  Johnson,  Esq.  Bath 
“Phillpotts,  Rev.  W.  J.  Hallow,  Wor¬ 
cester 

Phippen,  Robt.  Esq.  Badgworlh  Court, 
Somerset 

Phipps,  Rev.  E.  J.  Devizes 
Piccope,  Rev.  I.  Manchester 
“Pick wood,  Rev.  J.  Stepney 


“Pigott,  Rev.  G.  Bombay 
Pigotl,  Rev.  J.  R.  Hughendeu 
Pinckard,  Wm.  Esq.  Handley, To wcester 
Pinder,  Rev.J.  H.  Diocesan  Coll.  Wells 
Pirie,  A.  jun.  Esq.  Aberdeen 
Pitts,  Rev.  J.  Street,  near  Glastonbury 
Platt,  Rev.  George 
“Platt,  T.  P.  Esq.  Liphook,  Hants 
Plcmer,  Rev.  J.  J.  Swallowfield,  Berks 
Plummer,  Rev.  Mat.  Heworth,  Durham 
Pocock,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Bath 
“Pocock,  Rev.  C.  Rouselenc’n,  near 
Evesham 

“Pocock,  Rev.  N.  M.A.  Queen’s  Coll. 
“Pocock,  Rev.  C.  S.  Inkberrow,  Wor¬ 
cestershire 

Pole,  Rev.  R.  Chandos,  Radboume, 
Derby 

“Pole,  E.  S.  Chandos,  Esq.  Radbourne 
Hall,  Derby 

Pollock,  John,  Esq.  Edinburgh 
*  Ponsonby,  Hon.  Walter 
“Poole,  Rev.  J.  Enmore,  near  Bridge- 
water 

tPooley,  Rev.  M.  Scotter 
Pope,  T.  A.  Esq.  Jesus  Coll.  Cambridge 
Popham ,  Rev.  John ,  Chitton,  Hungerford 
Popham,  Wm.  Esq. 

Porcher,  Charles,  Esq. 

Portal,  Melville,  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Porter,  Rev.  Chas.  Stamford 
Porter,  Henry,  Esq.  Winslade,  Exeter 
Portman,  Rev.  F.  B.  All  Souls 
Pountney,  Rev.  H.  Wolverhampton 
Povah,  Rev.  J.  V. 

Powell,  Arthur,  Esq. 

“Powell,  Chas.  Esq.  Speldhurst 
Powell,  Rev.  H.  T.  Coventry 
“Powell,  Rev.  Edw.  Arnett,  Ampthill 
“Powell,  Rev.  J.  C. 

Powell,  John,  Esq. 

Powell,  Rob.  Esq.  Worcester  Coll. 
“Powles,  R.  Cowley,  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Pownall,  Rev.  C.  C.  B.  Milton  Ernest 
Pratt,  Rev.  J.  B.  Cruden,  Aberdeenshire 
“Prescott,  Rev.  T.  P.  Portsmouth 
Pressley,  Rev.  Mr.  Fraserburgh,  Aber¬ 
deenshire 

Prevost,  Rev.  Sir  George,  Bart.  Oriel 
Coll. 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


17 


Price,  Rev.  Wm.  Colne  St.  Denis 
Rectory,  near  Northleach 
*Prichard,  Rev.  J.  C.  Mitcham 
Prickett,  Rev. M.TrinityColl. Cambridge 
Pridden,  Rev.  W.  Broxted,  Essex 

Prideaux, - Esq. 

Puckle,  Rev.  John,  Dover 


Radcliffe,  Rev.  J.  F.  Hugglescote 
Raikes,  R.Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Ramsay,  Rev.  E.  B.  St.John's  Chapel, 
Edinburgh 

Randall,  Rev.  H.  G.  Queen’s  Coll. 
•Randolph,  E.  Esq.  Jesus  Coll.  Camb. 
’Randolph,  Francis, Esq.  St.John’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Randolph,  Rev.  G.  Coulsdon,  Croydon 
•Randolph,  Rev.  Herbert 
Randolph,  Rev.  S.  Hadham 
Randolph,  Rev.  Thomas 
•Randolph,  Rev.  W  m.  Newington  Hythe 
Ranken,  Rev.  Mr.  Old  Deer 
Rashdall,  Rev.  John,  Exeter 
•Raven,  V.  Esq.  Magd.  Coll.  Camb. 
•Rawle,  Mr.  Trinity  Coll.  Cambridge 
Rawlins,  Rev.  C.  Allerthorpe,  Pock- 
lington 

Rayer,  Rev.  Wm.  Tiverton 
Rayleigh,  Right  Hon.  Lord,  Terling 
Place,  Essex 

Read,  Wm.  Esq.  Manchester 
Reece,  Rev.  James,  Tinsley 
Reed,  Rev.  Christ.  Tynemouth 
Reeves,  Rev.  F.  J.  H. 

Reid,  Rev.  C.  B.  Teynham,  near  Sit- 
tingbourne 

•Rtltoo,  Rev.  J.  R.  Tewkesbury 
Rennett,  Rev.  Mr. 

Rew,  Rev.  Chas.  Maidstone 
•Rice,  H.  Esq.  Highfield,  near 
Southampton 

•Richards,  Rev.  J.  L.  D.D.  Rector  of 
Exeter  College 

Richards,  Rev.  E.  T.  Farlington 
Richards,  Rev.  George,  Warrington 
Richards,  Rev.  Henry,  Horfield,  near 
Bristol 

Richards,  Rev.  Upton 


Richards,  Rev.  T.  Watkyn,  Puttenham, 
Guildford,  Surrey 

Richmond,  Rev.  C.  G.  Six  Hills,  Lin¬ 
colnshire 

Rickards,  Rev.  J.  Stowlingtoft 
Ricketts,  Rev.  F. 

Riddell,  Rev.  J.  C.  B.  All  Souls 
Ridings,  Mr.  George,  Bookseller,  Cork 
Ridley,  Rev.  W.  H.  Ch.  Ch. 

Ripon,  Very  Rev.  the  Dean  of,  Dawlish 
Risdale,  Rev.  E.  Troubridge 
Riviere,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Bath 
Roberts,  Mr.  Liverpool 
Robertson,  J.  Esq.  D.C.L.  Doctors’ 
Commons 

Robertson,  John,  Esq. 

Robertson,  Rev.  J.  C.  Trinity  Coll. 

Cambridge,  Boxley,  Maidstone 
Robertson,  Rev.  J.  C.  University  Coll. 
•Robson,  J.  U.  Esq.  Magdalen  Hall 
•Robinson,  Rev.  C.  Kirknewton,  near 
Wooler,  Northumberland 
Robinson,  Rev.  C.  W.  Hoton,  Leices¬ 
tershire 

Robinson,  Rev.  T.  Milford 
Robins,  Rev.  S.  Shaftesbury 
Robin,  Rev.  Philip  R.  Bolton,  Lanca¬ 
shire 

Rochester,  Very  Rev.  the  Dean  of 
•Rodmell,  Rev.  John,  Burford,  Salop 
Rodd,  Rev.  C.  North  Hill 
Rodwell,  Rev.  Mr.  Tenbury 
Rodwell,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Bond  Street 
Roe,  Mr.  W.  Bookseller,  Newbury 
Rogers,  Edw.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Rogers,  W.  Esq.  Balliol  Col). 

Rogers,  Rev.  John,  Canou  of  Exeter 
Rogers,  Rev.  J.  Foston,  Leicestershire 
Rogers,  Mrs.  St.  John’s  Villa,  Fulham 
Rohde,  Mrs.  Eleanor,  Croydon 
Rooke,  C.  H.  Esq.  Magdalen  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Rooper,  Rev.  Wm.  Abbots’  Ripton 
•Rose,  Rev.  H.  H.  Birmingham 
Ross,  Rev.  J.  L.  Oriel  Coll. 

Rothfield,  Rev.  John  M. 

Rouud,  Rev.  James  F.  Colchester 
Routh,  Rev.  Martin  Joseph,  D.D.  Presi¬ 
dent  of  Magdalen  Coll. 

Rowe,  W.  Esq.  Rockwell,  Tipperary 


1» 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


•Rowley,  Rev.  T.  Cli.  Ch. 

Rump,  James,  Esq.  Swanton  Morley, 
Norfolk 

Rosher  and  Johnson,  Alessrs.  Booksellers, 
Reading 

Russell,  J.  Watts,  Esq.  11am  Hall 
Russell,  Rev.  M.  Watts,  Biggin  Hall, 
Oundle 

Russell,  Mrs.  Aden,  Aberdeenshire 
tRussell,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Aberdeen 
Russell,  Rev.  J.  F.  Enfield 
Russell,  Rev.  Samuel  Henry 
Ryder,  Rev.  G.  D.  Easton,  Hants 
•Ryder,  T.  D.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 

Salter,  Rev.  John,  Iron  Acton,  Bristol 
Sanders,  Rev.  John,  Liverpool 
Sanders,  Rev.  Lloyd,  Exeter 
•Sandford,  Rev.  G.  B.  Prestwich, 
Manchester 

Sandham,  J.  M.  Esq.  St.John’s  Coll. 
Sandilands.Hon.  and  Rev.  J.  Edinburgh 
Sandilands,  Rev.  R.  S.  B. 

Sankey,  I’.  Esq.  St.  John’s  College 
Saunders,  Rev.  A.  P.  Charterhouse 
Savage,  Mrs.  Henleaze,  near  Bristol 
Schneider,  Rev.  IJ. 

Schofield,  H.  L.  Esq.  Brighton 
Scobell,  Rev.  John,  Southover,  Lewes 
Scott,  H.  B.  Esq.  Iloniton 
Scott,  Rev.  John 
•Scott,  Rev.  R.  Balliol  Coll. 

Scott,  Rev.  W. 

tScudamore,  Rev.  W.  E.  Ditchingham, 
Bungay 

Sehvyn,  Rev.  Wm.  Ely 
•Sewell,  Rev.  J.  E.  New  Coll. 
Seymour,  Rev.  Sir  J.  H.  Bart.  North- 
church,  Herts 

Seymour,  Rev.  Richard,  Kinwartou, 
Alcester 

Shadwell,  Rev.  J.  E.  Southampton 
Sharp,  Rev.  John,  Ilorbury 
Sharp,  Rev.  W.  Addington,  Cumberland 
Sharpies,  Rev.  T.  Blackburn 
Shaw,  Rev.  E.  B.  Narborough,  Leices¬ 
tershire 

Shearly,  W.  J.  Esq.  St.  Peter’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 


Shedden,  S.  Esq.  Pembroke  College 
Shepherd,  Rev.  Samuel 
tSheppard,  W.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 
•Sherlock,  Rev.  H.  H.  Ashton,  in  Win- 
wick 

Sheivvood,  Rev.  Mr. 

Shields,  Rev.  W.  T.  Durham 
Shillcto,  W.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll. 
•Shillibeer,  Air.  John,  Oundle 
tSIiort,  Rev.  Augustus,  Ravensthorpe, 
Northamptonshire 
Short,  Rev.  T.  Trinity  Coll. 

Sidebottom,  Rev.  W.  Buckden 
Sidgwick,  C.  Esq.  Skipton  Castle,  York¬ 
shire 

Simms  and  Dinham,  Manchester 
Sirnms  and  Son,  Messrs.  Bath 
•Simms,  Rev.  E.  Great  Malvern 
•Simpson,  Rev.  Joseph,  Shrewsbury 
Simpson,  Rev.  J.  Pemberton,  Wakefield 
Simpson,  Rev.  T.  W.  Thurnscnwe  Hall 
Sinclair,  Rev.  John,  Chaplain  to  the 
Bishop  of  London 
Sittingbourne  Reading  Society 
Skelton,  Henry,  jun.  Esq. 

Skene,  W.  F.  Esq.  Edinburgh 
Skinner,  F.  Esq. 

Skipsey,  Rev.  Mr. 

Skrine,  Ilarcourt,  Esq.  Wadham  Coll. 
Sladen,  Rev.  E.  H.  M.  Bockleton, 
Worcestershire 
Slatter,  Rev.  Jas.  Lindale 
Small,  Rev.  N.  P.  Market  Boswmrth 
Smart,  Thomas,  Esq. 

Smirke,  Sir  Robert 
tSmith,  Rev.  Dr.  Leamington 
Smith,  Rev.  Jeremiah,  Long  Buckby, 
?\  orthampton 
Smith,  Rev.  E.  H.  Jersey 
Smith,  Rev.  Eduard  O.  Hulcote,  near 
Woburn 

Smith, Rev.  H.  R. Somers, Little  Bentley, 

Essex 

•Smith,  Rev.  John,  Bradford 
•Smith,  Rev.  Bernard,  Magdalen  Coll. 
Smith,  Rev.  Edward,  Bocking 
Smith,  R.  P.  Esq.  Pembroke  College 
Smith,  Rev.  Air.  Greenock 
•Smith,  Rev.  S.  St.  Mary's,  Ely 
Smith,  S.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll.  Durham 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


ID 


Smith,  Henry,  Esq. 

Smith,  Rev.  Joseph,  Trinity  Coll. 
Smythe,  Rev.  P.  M.  Tamworth,  War¬ 
wickshire 

Smyth,  Rev.  Mr.  Fifield,  near  Andover 
Soltau,  Mr. 

Somers,  Right  Hon.  Countess 
Southby,  Rev.  Dr.  Bui  ford,  Amesbury 
•Sotheby,  Rev.  T.  H. 

Southouse,  Rev.  George,  Oriel  Coll. 
•Southwell,  Rev.  Geo.  Bristol 
Sparkes,  Rev.  Chas.  Burrow,  Bury  St. 
Edmund’s,  Suffolk 

Sparke,  Rev.  J.  Clare  Hall,  Cambridge 
•Spencer,  Rev.  W.  J.  Slarsten,  Norfolk 
Spreat,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Exeter 
•Spranger,  Rev.  R.  J.  Exeter  Coll. 
Spry,  Rev.  John  Hume,  D.D.  Oriel 
Coll.  Rector  of  St.  Mary-le-bone 
•Stackhouse’s  Library,  the  Trustees  of 
Stacy,  Rev.  Thomas,  Cardiff 
•Stafford,  Rev.  J.  C.  Magdalen  Coll. 

St.  Andrew's  University 
Stanfield,  Mr.  J.  Bookseller,  Wakefield 
Stanley,  Rev.  E.  Rugby 
Staveley,  J.  Bookseller,  Nottingham 
Stead,  Rev.  A.  Metfield,  Suffolk 
Stebbing,  Rev.  Dr. 

Stephens,  Ferdinand,  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
Stephens,  Rev.  C.  L.  Kencotl 
Stephenson,  G.  II.  Esq. 

•Stevens,  Rev.  Henry,  Bradfield,  Berks 
Stevens,  Rev.  M.  F.  T.  Thornbury 
Stevens,  Rev.  R.  Culver 
Stevens,  Rev.  R.  Exeter 
•Stevenson,  Mr.  T.  Bookseller,  Camb. 
Stewart,  Mrs.  Col.  Bath 
Stewart,  Mr.  Pembroke  Coll.  Camuriuge 
Stewart,  S.  B.  Esq.  Brase-nose  Coll. 
•St.  John,  Ambrose.Esq.  Ch.Ch.  Combe 
St.  Nicholas,  Chard,  Somersetshire 
•Stonard,  Rev.  Dr.  Ulverstone 
Stonhouse,  Rev.  W.  B.  Fery 
•Storer,  Rev.  John,  Hawksworth,  Notts 
Story,  A.  B.  Esq.  St.  Alban's 
Storks, T.  F.  Esq.  Jesus  College,  Camb. 
Straker,  Mr.  Bookseller,  West  Strand, 
London 

Strean,  Rev.  Henry,  Killaken,  Ireland 
•Street,  Joseph,  Esq.  South  Sea  House 


Street,  Rev.  A.  W.  Bishop’s  College, 
Calcutta 

Strong,  Mr.  W.  Bookseller,  Bristol 
•Sturrock,  Rev.  W.  Calcutta 
Sunter,  Mr.  Bookseller,  York 
Sutherland,  Dr.  A.  J.  Ch.  Ch. 
•Swainson,  Rev.  C.  L. Crick,  Northamp¬ 
tonshire 

Swainson,  Rev.  John, Northenden,  Man¬ 
chester 

•Swainson,  C.  A.  Esq.  Fellow  of  Christ’s 
Coll.  Cambridge 
•Swete,  Rev.  B.  Cork 
Swete,  Rev.  Wm.  Downgate,  Sandhurst 
t Symons,  Rev.  B.  P.  D.D.  Warden  of 
Wadham  Coll. 

•Syms,  Rev.  Wm.  Wadham  Coll. 


*Tait,  Rev.  A.  C.  Balliol  Coll. 

Talbot,  Hon.  and  Rev.  W.  C.  Ingestrie, 
Lichfield 

Talbot,  Rev.  G.  Bristol 
Tarbutt,  Rev.  Arthur,  Dover 
Tarlton,  J.  W.  Esq.  Birmingham 
FTate,  Frank,  Esq.  University  Coll. 
Tatham,  Rev.  Arthur 
Taylor,  Miss,  London  Road,  Brighton, 
( Chrysostom ) 

Taylor,  Rev.  Henry,  Mile  End,  New 
Town 

Taylor,  Rev.  M.  J.  Harold,  Bedfordshire 
Taylor,  Rev.  Joseph,  Dukinfield,  near 
Manchester 

Taylor,  Rev.  Robert,  Leeds 
•Tennant,  Rev.  Wm. 

•Terry,  Michael,  Esq.  Queen’s  Coll. 
Thomas,  Rev.  C.  A.  Nevill,  Exeter 
Coll. 

Thomas,  Rev.  C.  N.  St.  Columb’s 
•Thomas,  Rev.  R.  Bancroft’s  Hospital, 
Mile  End 

Thompson,  Rev.  E.  H.  St.  Mary  le 
Bone,  London 

•Thompson,  Rev.  Sir  II.  Bart.  Fareham 
•Thompson,  Rev.  W.  H.  Trinity  Coll. 
Cambridge 


SUBSCRIB  KR8. 


:>0 

Thompson,  Captain,  R.  N.  Mayes’  Com¬ 
mon,  Kenl 

Thompson,  Mr.  G.  Bookseller,  Burv  Si. 
Edmunds 

Thomson,  Rev.  George,  Abbot’s  Anne, 
Andover 

•Thornton,  H.  S.  Esq.  Battersea  Ri-e 
Thornton,  Rev.  Wm.  Dodford,  VVeedon, 
Northampton 

Thornton,  Rev.  \V.  J.  Llanwarne, 
Hereford 

Thornton, Rev.  Spencer, Winslow,  Bucks 
Thoiold,  Mr.  W.  Barnstaple 
•Thorp,  Rev.  Henry,  Topsliam 
•Thurlow,  Rev.  John,  Durham 
Thwaytes,  Rev.  J.  Carlisle 
•Tibbs,  Rev.  Hemy  W.  Carham, 
Northumberland 

fTickell,  G.  Esq.  University  Coll. 
Tidswell,  Rich.  Esq.  Upper  Clapton 
Timins,  Rev.  Henry 
Tindale,  J.  Esq.  Huddersfield 
•Todd,  Rev.J.  H.  D  D.  Trinity  College, 
Dublin 

Tomkyns,  Rev.  John,  Greenford 
Tomlinson’s  Library, Newcastle-on -Tyne 
Topham,  Rev.  I.  Curate  of  St.  Paul’s, 
Huddersfield 

•Tottenham,  Rev.  E.  Bath 
Townsend,  Rev.  George,  Prebendary  of 
Durham 

•Townsend,  Rev.  G.  F.  Sydenham 
Travers,  Rev.  W.  J.  Trinity  Coll.  Camb. 
*  Tripp,  Rev.  Dr.  Sampford  Biett, 
Somerset 

•Tritton,  Henry,  Esq.  54,  Lombard 
Street,  London 
Trollope,  Rev.  Arthur 
•Trowers,  Rev.  Walter 
•Truro  Clerical  Society 
Tucker,  Rev.  M.jun. 

Tuckwell,  Mr.  Bath 
Tufneli,  Rev.  G.  Wormingford,  near 
Colchester 

•Turbitt,  Rev.  W.  Halford 
Turner,  John,  Esq.  Balliol  Coll. 

Turner,  Rev.  Chas.  Kidderminster 
Turner,  Rev.  J.  Stourbridge 
Turner,  Rev.  J.  F.  Exeter 
Turner,  Sharon,  Esq. 


Turner,  Rev.  Thomas,  Exeter  Coll. 
Turner,  Rev.  W.  H.  Norwich 
Twiss,  A.  O.  Esq.  Boyle,  lrelaad 
Twopeny,  Rev.  D.  S.  Sittingbonrne 
•Tyler,  Rev.  James  Endell,  Rector  of 
St.  Giles  in  the  Fields 
•Tyrrell,  Rev.  W.  Beaulieu,  near 
Southampton 
Tyrrell,  T.  Esq. 

Tytler,  Patrick  Fraser,  Esq. 

Underhill,  Mr.  E.  B.  Oxford 
Upton, Rev.  J.S.  Wentworth,  Rotherham 
tUttertnn,  Rev.  J.  S.  Oriel  Coll. 

Vale,  W.  Esq.  Worcester  Coll. 

Vaux,  Rev.  Bowyer, Collegiate  Church, 
Wolverhampton 

Vaux,  Rev.  B.  Hetherrelt,  Norfolk 
*Vaux,  Rev.  Wm.  Preb.  of  Winchester 
*Veale,  Rev.  W.  North  Lew,  Devon 
Vernon-Harcourt,  Rev.  L. 

Vicars,  Rev.  M.  Exeter 
Vickerman,  C.  R.  Esq 
Vickers,  Ven.  Archdeacon,  Chetton, 
Bridgenorth 
Vickery,  Mr.  Bristol 
Vigne,  Rev.  H.  Nuthurst,  Horsham 
Vigne,  F.  Esq. 

Vincent,  General 
•Vizard,  John,  Esq. 

Vogan,  Rev.  T.  S.  L. 

Wainwright,  Rev.  Dr.  Boston,  U.  S.  A. 
Walford,  Rev.  Wm.  Hatfield,  Essex 
Walker,  C.  H.  Esq.  Exeter 
Walker,  Mr.  Tinsley 
Walker,  Mrs.  Tunbridge  Wells 
Walker,  Rev.  G.  A.  Alverthorpe, 
W’akefield 

Walker,  Rev.  R.  W’adham  Coll. 

Walker,  Rev.  S.  W.  Bampton,  Devon 
Walker,  Rev.  T.  Bickleigh,  Plymouth 
Walker,  C.  H.  Esq.  Exeter 
W  alker,  Mr.  Queen’s  Coll.  Cambridge 
*  V  alker, Rev.Thos.  Christ’s  Coll.  Camb. 
Wall,  Rev.  Henry,  Vice- Principal  of 
St.  Alban  Hall  ’ 

Wallace,  Rev.  Geo.  Canterbury 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


•21 


Wallas,  Rev.  John,  Queen's  Coll. 
Walliuger,  Rev.  W. 

Wallis,  Mr.  H.  Bookseller,  Cambridge 
Walter,  J.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Walter,  Rev.  Edw.  Langtou  Rectory 
Horncastle 

W  alter.  Rev.  Ernest,  Tachbrook 
Walter,  Rev.  Keats 
•Walton,  Rev.  Dr.  Birdhook 
Ward,  Right  Hon.  Lady,  Himley  Hall 
Ward,  Rev.  R.  Skipton 
•Ward,  Rev.W.  P.  Compton  Vallance, 
Dorchester 

Ward,  Rev.  W.  G.Balliol  Coll. 

Ward,  Mr. 

Wardroper,  Rev.  Charles,  Gloucester 
Ware,  Rev.  H.  Ladock,  near  Truro 
Ware  Rural  Deanery  Book  Club 
Warren,  Rev.  John,  Exeter 
Warren,  Rev.  Z.  S.  Beverley 
•Warter,  Rev.  J.  Wood,  West  Tarring, 
Sussex 

Wason,  James,  Esq.  Stroud 
Watkins,  Rev.  Fred.  Emmanuel  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Watkins,  Rev.  W.  Chichester 
Watkins,  Rev.  Henry,  South  Mailing, 
Lewes 

Watson,  G.  W.  Esq.  Merton  Coll. 
Watson,  Joshua,  Esq. 

Watson,  Rev.  J.  D.  Guilsborough, 
Northampton 

Watson,  Rev.  Alex.  Manchester 
Watson,  Rev.  Geo.  Etheiley,  Durham 
Watts,  Rev.  John,  Tarrant  Gunville, 
Blandford 

Watts,  Richard,  Esq.  Clifton  House, 
Workington 

*  Watts,  Rev.  William 
•Wayett,  Rev.  W.  Pinchbeck 
•Wayner,  A.  Esq.  Brighton 
•Weare,  Rev.  T.  W.  Ch.  Ch. 

Webb,  J.  W.  Esq.  Clare  Hall,  Camb. 

*  Webster,  Rev.  Will  iam,  Christ’s  Hospital 
t  Webster,  Re  v.  Mr.  Drumlithie,  Aberdeen 
•Webster,  Samuel  K.  Esq.  Emmanuel 

College,  Cambridge 

•Weguelin,  Rev.  W.  Stoke,  nr.  Arundel 
Wenham,  S.  G.  Esq.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
•Wells,  Rev.  F.  B.  Woodchurch,  Kent 


•West,  Hon.  R.  W.  Ballio!  Coll. 
Westmacott,  Rev.  H.  Chastleton,  Oxon 
Whalley,  Rev.  D.  C. 

Whately,  Rev.  C.  St.  Mary  Hall 
•Whatman,  W.  G.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
Wheeler,  Mr.  Bookseller,  Oxford 

*  Whitaker,  Rev.S.Newchurch, Rochdale 
White,  Rev.  James,  Manchester 
White,  Rev.  W.  S. 

White,  Rev.  R.  M.  Aveley,  Essex 
White,  R.  Esq.  Idle,  near  Bradford 
White,  Mr.  W.  Pall  Mall 
Whitford,  Rev.  R.  W. 

•Whitfield,  Rev.  G.  T.  Bockleton 
Whitley,  Mr.  Manchester 
Whittaker  and  Son,  Messrs.  Booksellers, 
Cambridge 

Whyte,  Rev.  T.  H.  Glasgow 
•Wickham,  Rev.  R.  l’wyford,  Hants 
tWickens,  Rev.  H. 

Wigan,  Alfred,  Esq.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Wiggin,  Wm.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Wight,  Isle  of,  Clerical  Library 

*  Wilberforce,  Rev.H.  Bransgore,  Hants. 
Wilberforce,  Rev.  R.  J.  Burton  Agnes, 

Driffield,  Yorkshire 
Wilberforce,  Yen.  Archdeacon,  Bright- 
stone.  Isle  of  Wight 

Wilde, Rev.S.D.  Fletching,  near  Uckfield 
Wilkin,  Rev.  Mr.  Bole 
Wilkinson,  Rev.  J.  Exmouth 
Wrlliams,  J.  Esq.  Queen’s  Coll. 
Williams,  Rev.  E.  T.  Exeter  Coll. 
•Williams,  Re  v.G.King’sColl.  Cambridge 
•Williams,  Matthew  D.  Esq. 

Williams,  Sir  John,  Bart.  Bodelwyddan 
Williams,  Rev.  I.  Trinity  Coll. 

Williams,  Rev.  F.  D.  Great  Wtshford, 
Wilts 

Williams,  Rev.  J.  West  Hackney 
Williamson,  Rev.  R.  H.  Hurworth, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne 
•Williams,  Robert,  Esq.  M.P. 

•Willis,  Rev.  A.  Ludlow 
Willis,  H.  Esq.  Catherine  Hall,  Cam¬ 
bridge 

Wilshere,  E.  S.  Esq.  Wore.  Coll. 
Wilson,  Rev.  John,  Trinity  Coll. 
•Wilson,  Rev.  R.  F.  Hursley,  nr.  Win¬ 
chester 


22 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


Wilson,  Thomas,  Esq.  Bath 
Wilson,  Charles  T.  Esq.  .Magd.  Hall 
Wilson,  Walter,  Esq.  Bath 
Winchester,  The  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
t  Winchester,  Rev.  W.  Ashelworth, 
Gloucester 

tWingfield,  Rev.  William 
Winlerbottom,  J.  Esq. 

Wise,  J.  A.  Esq.  Clayton  Hall,  Staf¬ 
fordshire 

Wise,  Rev.  Henry,  Offchurch 
Wither,  Rev.  W.  B.  Otterbourne,  Hants 
Withers,  Rev.  Geo.  Calcutta 
VV  itts.  Rev.  Edw.  F.  Upper  Slaughter, 
Gloucestershire 

Wix,  Rev.  E.  Archdeacon  of  New¬ 
foundland 

Wodehouse,  Thos.  Esq.  Balliol  Coll. 
•Wood,  _  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 

Wood,  C.  Esq.  Univ.  Coll.  Durham 
Wood,  Rev.  G.  Newcastle 
Wood,  Rev.  H.  Fenstanton,nearSt.I\es 
Wood,  Rev.  H.  O. 

Wood,  Rev.  J.  R.  St.  James's  Palace 
*  Wood,  S.  F.  Esq. 

Wood,  Rev.  R.  Broughton,  Manchester 
Wood,  Rev.  Jas.  Settrington,  nr.  Mahon 
Wood,  Mrs.  W.  Tunbridge  Wells 
Woodgate,  Rev.  H.  A.  St.  John's  Coll. 
Woodham,  C.  B.  Esq.  St.  John’s  Coll. 
Cambridge 

Woods,  Rev.  G.  H.  West  Dean,  Chi¬ 
chester 

Woods,  Rev.  P.  Dublin 
•Woodward,  Alex.  Esq.  Catherine  Hall, 
Cambridge 

Woodward,  Rev.  J.  H.  Bristol 
fWoolcombe,  E.  C.  Esq.  Oriel  Coll. 
•Woolcombe,  Rev.  Henry,  Ch.  Ch. 


Woolcombe,  Win.  W.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 
tWoollcombe,  G.  Esq.  Ch.  Ch. 
t  Wordsworth,  Rev.  Dr.  Buxtad.Uckfield 
'Wordsworth,  Rev.  C’has.  SecoodMaster 
of  Winchester  School 
Wrangham,  Rev.  G.  W.  Thorpe- 
Bassett 

Wray,  Rev.  Cecil,  Liverpool 
Wrench,  Rev.  Frederick,  Stowting 
Rectory,  Ashford 
Wrench,  Rev.  H.  O. 

Wright,  John,  Esq.  Marple,  Manchester 
Wright,  Rev.  J.  A. 

Wright,  Rev.  T.  B.  Wrangle  Vicarage, 
near  Boston 

Wright,  H.  P.  St.  Peters  College, 
Cambridge 

Wyatt,  Rev.  W.Snenton,  Notts. 

Wylde,  Rev.  C.  E.  Sheerness 
Wylde,  Rev.  T.  Bellbroughton, 
Worcestershire 

•  U'ynter.Rev.Dr.  Presidentof  St.  John's 
Coll.  Vice-Chancellor 
•Wynter,  Rev.  J.  C.  St.  John's  Coll. 


Yarde,  G.  B.  Esq. 

Yard,  Rev.  J.  Havant 

Yates,  Dr.  Brighton 

Yates,  Rev.  E.  T.  Aylsham,  Norfolk 

Young  P.  Esq.  Exeter  Coll. 

Young,  Rev.  R.  G.  Millbrook,  South¬ 
ampton 

Young,  Rev.  Walter,  Lisbellaw 


Ztllwood,  Rev.  1.  O.  Compton,  Win¬ 
chester 


There  seems  to  be  ground  foi  thinking,  that  many,  who  wished  to 
become  Subscribers  to  the  Original  Texts,  have  not  distinctly  specified 
that  wish.  It  is  requested  that  these,  or  any  other  corrections,  may  be 
sent  to  the  Publishers. 


BOOKS 

PUBLISHED  BY  J.  H.  PARKER,  OXFORD. 


Vol.  I.  ST.  MATTHEW,  Parts  I.  and  II.  8vo.  each  10s.  6d. 

A  COMMENTARY  ON  THE  FOUR  GOSPELS, 

COLLECTED  OUT  OF  THE 

WORKS  OF  THE  FATHERS; 

TRANSLATED  FROM  THE 

CATENA  AUREA  OF  THOMAS  AQUINAS, 

EDITED  BI  THE  REF. 

E.  B.  PUSEY,  D.D.  J.  KEBLE,  M.A.  J.  H.  NEWMAN,  B.D. 

This  Compilation  not  being  admissible  into  the  Library  of  the  Fathers 
from  the  date  of  some  few  of  the  authors  introduced  into  it,  the  Editors  of 
the  latter  work  have  been  led  to  publish  it  in  a  separate  form,  being 
assured  that  those  who  have  subscribed  to  their  translations  of  the  entire 
Treatises  of  the  ancient  Catholic  divines,  will  not  feel  less  interest,  or  find 
less  benefit,  in  the  use  of  so  very  judicious  and  beautiful  a  selection  from 
them.  The  Editors  refer  to  the  Preface  for  some  account  of  the  nature 
and  characteristic  excellencies  of  the  work,  which  will  be  found  as  useful 
in  the  private  study  of  the  Gospels,  as  it  is  well  adapted  for  family  reading, 
and  full  of  thought  for  those  who  are  engaged  in  religious  instruction. 


In  the  press,  in  one  volume,  8vo. 

ANALECTA  CHRISTIANA, 

Sive  Selecta  Histori®  Christian®  Fragmenta,  et  Sanctorum  Patrum  Opuscula, 
CUM  ANNOTATIONIBUS  IN  USUM  JUVENTUTIS. 


In  the  press. 

THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  RUSSIAN  CHURCII, 

By  Andrew  Nicolaf.vich  Mouravieff, 

Chamberlain  at  the  Court  of  His  Imperial  Majesty,  and  Deputy-Procurer 
in  the  Most  Holy  Governing  Synod. 


TRANSLATED  FROM  THE  SECOND  EDITION  OF  THE  RUSSIAN  ORIGINAL 

By  the  Rev.  R.  W.  BLACKMORE,  B.A. 

Chaplain  to  the  Russian  Company  at  Cronstadt,  and  formerly  of  Merton 

College,  Oxford. 

The  Translation  Edited  by  William  Palmer,  Deacon,  Master  of  Arts, 
and  Fellow  of  St.  Mary  Magdalene  College,  Oxford. 


In  the  press,  in  tiro  Volumes,  8 vo. 

THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  CHURCH, 

FROM  A.D.  381,  TO  A.D.  401. 

Translated  from 

FLEUIIY’S  ECCLESIASTICAL  HISTORY. 

Edited  by  the  Rev.  J.  H.  NEWMAN,  B.D.  Fellow  of  Oriel  College. 


The  twenty-second  Edition,  32mo.  3s.  Gd. 

The  twenty-first  Edition,  small  8vo.  6s. 

Library  edition,  large  type,  8vo.  10s.  Gd. 

THE  CHRISTIAN  YEAR. 

THOUGHTS  IN  VERSE 

FOR  THE  SUNDAYS  AND  H0LYDAYS  THROUGHOUT  THE  YEAR. 


Third  edition,  18rno.  Is.  Gd.  cloth, 

£  i)  t  ^  s  a  1 1 1  r, 

OR  PSALMS  OF  DAVID,  IN  ENGLISH  VERSE. 


Second  edition,  l8mo.  2s.  Gd. 

THE  CHILD’S  CHRISTIAN  YEAR. 
Illustrated  by  numerous  Wood-cuts. 


Third  Edition,  small  8vo.  10s.  Gd. 

Illustrated  by  Engravings. 

©atficijral, 
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Illustrated  by  Engravings. 
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